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Foreword. 
The purpose which impels me to undertake writing upon such a 
| topic as I have chosen, is far deeper than that of merely satisfying 
the requirements for graduation. Nor do I struggle with the conceit 
that in writing I shall be able to contribute anything essentially new 
about Jesus - except, perhaps, in the sense that the impressions and 
the point of view of every person are bound to be in some way different 
from those of his fellows. 

There are two objectives before me in the development of this 
theme. In the first place, I have tried to establish a contact with 
the modern mind in order to find out what men of our day think about 
Jesus. The result of my efforts in this direction will appear below. 

The other, the deepest hope which I cherish in writing, is per- 
sonal and perhaps it is selfish. It is, if possible, to satisfy the 
questioning of my own mind with respect to Jesus Christ. One question 
has perplexed me throughout my whole three years at the seminary, name- 
ly: “Who is Jesus Christ; what is his relationship to God, to the 
world, and to me?" It seems to me that this question should be answer- 
ed in no uncertain terms by one who feels the urge of the Christian 
ministry. How can one preach the gospel of him whom he hesitates to 
acknowledge as Lord? I propose, therefore, to solve my problem by fac- 
ing it squarely, compelling myself to think out a view of Jesus that 
satisfies me, at least for the present. The result will be, I hope, an 
interpretation of Jesus which will not only be of value to me, but one 
which will also be cognizant of the needs of our day and be of value to 


it. If this can be accomplished, if I can capture for myself a faith 
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that is strong and undivided, perhaps I shall be freed from the charge 
of selfishness which my avowed motive suggests: for the first fruit of 


an undivided faith is a love which travels in an orbit much grander 


than that of self. 
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Before entering into the subject matter of the thesis, it may be 
well to pause a moment at the outset for a definition of terms. First, 
therefore, let it be noticed that the title, "Jesus Christ”, is used, 
not "Jesus" alone. The name Jesus carries the connotation of the his- 
toric person, Jesus of Nazareth, and where this term is used it will be 
in that sense. 

But since the day when Peter confessed to Jesus, saying, "Thou art 
the Christ," men have seen in Jesus clear evidences of something which 
surpassed the human - evidences of divinity. The divine aspect of 
Jesus, the eternal side of his nature, is gathered up into the term, 
"Christ", and from the day of Paul until now, the titles of Jesus and 
Christ have been one, signifying to devout minds the incarnation of the 
Eternal Life in perfect manhood. So we are also concerned here about 
Jesus the Christ, considering the richness of meaning which the church 
has ascribed to his person in the light of the needs of our day. 

The other phrase which needs to be constricted by definition is 
"mind of today," the latter part of the title. What is meant in all 
cases is the mind of those who live today, as distinguished from what 
is ordinarily called, "the modern mind", which may be thought of as in- 
cluding those living since the end of mediaeval times. Our specific 
interest is to ascertain what living men and women are thinking about 
Jesus, and perhaps to suggest wherein this thinking is lacking in real- 
ity or power. 


The method of procedure which has been adopted in the development 
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of this paper is two-fold. In nied to tap the mind of today, a ques- 
tionnaire was used, a full account of which will follow presently. Be- 
yond the classification of data resulting from the questionnaire and 

the interpretation of the same, there is the task of crystalizing in 
words an adequate interpretation of Jesus. As aides to this end, use 
has been made of a very limited bibliography, but particularly the New 
Testament records. The interpretation of Jesus which appears in the 
following pages, then, is a synthesis of thought which is distinctly 
individual, though based upon the New Testament and Christian Theology. 

As the table of contents indicates, the treatment of the subject 
will take the shape of three main divisions, namely: (1) in the present 
chapter ean analysis of the mind of today; (2) problems relating to the 
human life of Jesus; (3) problems which rise in connection with the 
divine nature of Jesus Christ. Without further prolonging an already 
lengthy introduction we turn now to an analysis of the questionnaire 
referred to above. 

When one undertakes to write upon a subject which demands an accu- 
rate knowledge of the mental content of his fellows, he at once discov- 
ers that such information is not easily procured. Any method which he 
may choose to follow is beset with difficulty. Should he decide to 
obtain it by reading the latest books on the subject, he would fail to 
be representing fairly the mind of the day, for even if he should read 
all the books extant, he would gain a@ portrayal of but a minority of 
the people, and only a limited class of people at that. Again, should 
he determine to gain the desired knowledge through numerous personal 


conversations he would reap only a measure of success for his pains, 
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because one is bound by limitations of time, of space, of acquaintance- 
ship, and even of skill - in some instances - to deduce the necessary 
replies from those he interviews. 

These difficulties considered, it seemed that the least objection- 
able method was through the use of a questionnaire. It was believed 
that by this method a larger number of people could be reached over a 
jarger territory; that individuals would thus be touched from many 
branches of life and work, = in short, that a fairly representative 
cross cut of the belief of the mind of today with respect to Jesus 
Christ would be gained. 

A questionnaire was prepared. At the top of the page was printed 
a brief statement of the object in mind, and a pledge to use the an- 
swers in a strictly impersonal way. Following was the request to 
"please answer according to your present conclusions with ‘yes* or ‘no* 
the questions given, or wherever you desire,amplify your answer as much 
as you wish." Blank spaces were then provided for the name, (which was 
optional), age, occupation, and residence. 

Ten questions were asked, concerning which two things may be noted. 
(1) They were stated in such a way that they might be answered by "yes" 
or "no". ‘The reason for this is plain. The questions were sent not 
entirely to folk trained in theology, but to people in all walks of 
life. ‘he writer was aware that such questions could not be adequately 
answered by "yes" or "no", but he was also aware that the majority of 
those to whom he sent the questions would by training and habit of | 
thought be unable to give a more adequate answer. This fact became 


apparent as the replies began to come in. The leaders of thought hes- 
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_itated to commit themselves by an unqualified "yes" or "no", and right- 


iy 80; while those who were less prepared to answer were glud enough 
that no more was asked of them. Bare as such replies must be, however, 


they accomplished the intended results, for all that was desired was to 


| determine in a rough and general, though careful way, the current thought 


about Jesus; and to trace the direction of the evolution of theologi- 
cal doctrines about hin. 


(2) The other point to be noted is that every question, with the 


-exception of the first, was controversial in nature. This, too, was 


due to the purpose rather than tothe blindness of the writer. It was 
perfectly plain that such questions do not represent the vital things in 
religion, that they are merely the pithy substance surrounding the life- 
beraing kernel of faith. Nevertheless, one need but cast a glance in the 
direction of the modern Fundamentalist controvery to see that these very 
Diente are actually disturbing the minds of people in no small wey. 
Why are people troubled about these "trite" questions! Way it not be 
that after all they have some relation to the deeper faith, and are we 
not justified in seeking first-hand the "thorn in the flesh" of the relig- 
ious consciousnes? Therefore, though one man replies, "I am surprised 

to receive such a set of questions from you;" and another that he doubts 
the significance of these questions; and a third, "These are improper 


questions;" still one feels that such problems belong rightly to 


the treatment of a theological paper of this kind- especially in- 


-asmuch as the questions are not abstract and hypothetical, but throb- 


bing with the feverish life-pulse of the religious consciousness 
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of today. 
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Following is the list of questions asked: 
1. Is the influence of Jesus Christ indispensable to you? 
2- Do you accept the virgin birth story? | 
3. Do you accept the healing miracles of Jesus? 
4. Do you believe that Jesus walked on the water? 
5. Do you believe that Jesus rose from the dead? 
6. Do you believe that Jesus was in a special way the Son of God? 
7. Was Jesus, to your mind, sinless? 
8. Does the idea of the Trinity mean anything to you? 
9 Do you identify Jesus with God? 
10. Check which of the following you deem to be true: 
a. Jesus died as a ransom for my sins. 
b. Jesus saves the world thru the example of his life and teachings. 
c. Jesus inaugurated a redemptive process in which I share. 
Question one was considered most important. It was intended to 
lay bare the value which the modern mind attaches to Jesus Christ. 
Does the man of today feel that he no longer needs the influence of 
Jesus in his world, or in his personal experience? In this day when 
the humanity of Jesus is receiving such great emphasis, and when the 
validity of the Christian faith is being tested, it was deemed impor- 
tant to procure some indication of the trend of thought in this respect. 
The next three questions are beside the mark if the aim is the 
essential things of religion. They are of interest, however, because 
they are today a real part of the struggle between the orthodox and 
the scientific mind. The cauldron containing the oils of theological 
dogma was boiling comparatively smoothly until the cold water of scien- 


tific investigation was unceremoniously poured into it. Something in 


the nature of an upheaval followed. Is the pot boiling over today, 
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- | 
casting off the miraculous elements of our faith, or not? As we shall 
see later, the questionnaire reveals some tendencies in this direction. 

A word of explanation concerning question four is in order. Some 
have thought it strange that the incident of Jesus walking on the water 
should be picked out in particular as an event of sufficient importance 
for use in the questionnaire. The reason for this is as follows. As 
one thinks of the miracles which are accredited to Jesus by the gospel 
writers he naturally divides them into two classes, namely, works of 
healing benevolence, and works of a more spectacular nature which in- 
volve the setting aside of the ordinary operation of natural law. To 
this latter class the incident in the question belongs, and it has, 
therefore, been taken as typical of that class of miracles. It has 
been the assumption that if a person believed in this miracle, he would 
be quite apt to believe in others of the same class. 

Question five is admittedly ambiguous. It might refer either to 
a physical or a spiritual resurrection. Therefore, in classifying 
the answers, an answer "yes" is interpreted simply to mean that the 
person believed Jesus to live beyond the grave. In many instances, how- 
ever, the person cleared up the difficulty himself by stating whether it 
was physical or spiritual resurrection in which he believed. 

Questions six to nine are obviously metaphysical, and were design- 
ed to discover whether or not, to the mind of our day, Jesus has lost 
his uniqueness; to what extent he is regarded above other men; and 
what is his relationship to God. 

The mission of Jesus in the world has, in the history of the 


church been stated in a number of ways. Question ten suggests three 
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theories of the redeeming work of Christ which are extant today. 
Which view is the prevailing one, and what is the direction of evolu- 
tion? This is the purpose of question ten. 

Having described the questionnaire itself, let us turn to the 
method of distribution. The number of copies sent out was three hun- 
dred. Names of persons were procured in three ways. One hundred and 
fifty were taken at random from the files of the alumni students of 
the University of California. Twenty-five were taken at random from 
the 1925 edition of Who's Who. Approximately seventy-five copies were 
given out in peckets of five or ten,to interested friends who kindly 
distributed them to acquaintances of theirs in various walks of life. 
This also amounted to a random distribution since a very few of those 
who received copies in this way were known to the writer. 

The remaining fifty copies were disposed of by the writer person- 
ally, handed out or sent out to the representative people of whom he 
could think. It thus appears that five-sixths of the copies sent out 
went by the random method. Therefore the results are freed from the 
charge of any attempt, conscious or unconscious, to make the figures 
support the desired conclusions. 

All copies of the questionnaire which passed thru the mails were 
provided with self-addressed return envelopes, in order to insure as 
large a percentage of replies as possible. 

We are now ready to begin the analysis of the copies returned and 
to consider what conclusions may be drawn. First as to geographical 
distribution. 


In sending out the questions, an attempt was made to secure as 
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wide a geographical distribution as possible. The returns as given 
below, reveal what seems a very satisfactory proportional distribution 


of the United States, considering the small number which was sent out 


and the relatively smaller number which came back. 


Geographical Distribution of Returns. 


Northern California -------------.~---------.~.......-------- 82 
Southern California ----.-----------.-----.~~------.-.---.--- 30 
U.S. west of Mississippi River (not Calif.)-------~--------- 18 
U.S. east of Mississippi River -------~-------------..----.-- 18 
Outside continental U.S. -------------------- mee en ne nn wenn 2 
Unaccounted for --<<-------<---600 22-02-0220 -200020--------- 5 

Total -------<------------- 155 


The total number of questionnaires which were returned is one hun- 
dred fifty-five, which is 52% of those sent out. This, by the way, is 
in no wise below the average return from other surveys using the ques- 
tionnaire method. 

On looking over the names which came back, there proved to be 
fifty-eight names of people whom the writer knows, either personally 
or by name. Concerning the theological views of many of these persons 
he had not the slightest knowledge. But to make ample discount for 
possible bias, the figures mean just this, accepted at their maximum 
value, that 37% of the returns were from folk personally known to the 
writer. This means that 63% of the returns were the result of random 
choice and therefore, more truly representative of the actual thought of 
the day. 

Those who returned the questions were classified in seven groups 
on the basis of occupation. Of the number received, (1) forty were 


students. (2) Forty-three were teachers. (3) Twelve were ministers. 
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Tabulation of Replies to Questionnaire ; 


’ 
| no t 
) Questions Lan- | Si a eS ee 
awer, yes no yes no ind 
‘——_ —_— - ao a r a en es we - 
_4t. Is the influence of Jesus , 36 32 6 1/39 3 
_ Christ indispensable to you! ) | iF 
; ; : ‘ 
: ' 
2. Do you accept the virgin | 14 | ll 23 5| 14 23 Si 
_ birth story! : 
3. Do you accept the healing 14 35 3 2}; 31 9 
miracles of Jesus! 
_ 4. Do you believe that Jesus / 21, 1427 #428! 14 20 


| walked on the water! 


5. Do you believe that Jesus rose y5 8 16 5 21 17 
_ from the dead? 


6. Do you believe that Jesus was 34 32 8 33 «8 
in a special way the Son of “Sod! 
7. Yas Jesus, to your mind, 12 33 4 3; 33 5 


sinless? 


8. Does the idea of the Trinity jo 26 13 1 19 20 
' mean anything to you! 


9. Do you identify Jesus with God! j9 17 21 2 20 22 


| lJ. Check which of the following 
- you deom to be true: 


a. Jesus died as a ransom for my 10 15 
sins, 
b. Jesus saves the worid thru the 27 * 31 


example of his life and teachings. 
¢. Jesus inaugurated a redemp- i 49 24 
| tive process in which I share. | 
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(4) Sixteen were in the group labelled “other professions" which in- 
cluded doctors, dentists, lawyers, technical men, and scientists. (5) 
Twenty-four fell into the classification of "business folk" which in- 
cluded merchants, stenographers, draftsmen, printers, contractors, 
Saissmen, commercial chemists, reporters, civil engineers, and res- 
teurateurs. (6) In class six, labelled "workmen", including ranchers, 
mechanics, and leborers in other occupations, there were seven repre- 
sentatives. (7) The smallest group, "housewives", contained only 
three persons. 

The ages of persons represented extended well toward both extremes. 
The youngest person included was seventeen years old; the oldest was 
eighty-three. However, eighty-seven persons, or 57% of the total num- 
ber were under thirty-five years of age. Of the remainder, the major- 
ity were under fifty. Therefore, it is probably safe to conclude that 
the answers given represent predominantly the opinions, not of the 
passing generation, but of those who are either in the prime of life, or 
of those who are still in the formative period. In other words, it is 
with the younger, and, therefore, progressive mind that we are degling - 
the mind of today - which will be responsible for the thought of the 
world of tomorrow. (This does not cast the slightest reflection upon 
the richly cultured minds of those who have grown older, nor does it 
disregard the debt which the youthful owe to their elders, from whom 
they have received the great store of knowledge and faith at their 
disposal.) 

In the chart on the opposite page will be found a tabulation of 


the figures relative to the interpretation of the questionnaire. The 
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details are carefully worked out there and need not be repeated. 
However, it may be advisable to give a summary of the totals for the 

| sake of those who do not care to bother with the table. Succinctly the 
summary is as follows; 

(1) A large majority confessed that the influence of Jesus Christ 
was indispensable to them, either because of the place which it has 
held in the shaping of civilization, or as a personal force in their 
lives. It was not possible in every case to determine in what sense 
these persons thought of Jesus as invaluable, but from the qualifica- 
tions attached to the answers, it is certain that the majority found 
satisfaction in a personal experience with Jesus Christ. At any rate 
78% answered "yes", as against 10%, who answered "no" to this question. 

(2) As to the virgin birth story, it was rejected by 41% and accept- 
ed by 36%, while a relatively high percent, 13%, signified doubt. 

(3) The healing miracles of Jesus carried for the affirmative, 737 
as over against 12% rejecting them. 

(4) With regard to belief in the so-called "nature miracles," the 
field was quite evenly divided, 40% accepting them as true; 34% re- 
jecting them; and 12% in doubt. 

(5) Did Jesus survive death?! According to 52% he survived the 
grave, and 30% believed he did not. 

(6) Is Jesus the Son of God in a way that other men are not? 
according to 72% he is; while 16% sew in him nothing essentially dif- 
ferent from humanity. 

(7) Was Jesus without sin! It was the opinion of 72% that there 


was no fault in him; 10% denied his moral perfection; and 10% could 
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not state a positive opinion. 

(8) As to the trinitarian conception of God, the proportion of 
those who found help in it = whether the value attached to it was emo- 
tional, historical, or philosophical - was 55%; those who found no 
value in the doctrine constituted 31%. 

(9) Is Jesus God? He was so conceived in the minds of 51%; while 
37% denied his identity with God. 

(10) a. Supporters of the ransom theory of atonement numbered 
fifty-four. 

b. Those who found the chief value of Jesus in his example 
and moral teachings numbered ninety-seven. 

c. Those who thought of Jesus as the leader in a process of 
social redemption through vicarious suffering numbered seventy-eight. 
(The figures given in question ten total more than one hundred fifty- 
five, for the reason that Siilin checked all three alternatives, rather 
than a single one.) 

Calling attention to the chart once more, there are several inter- 
esting observations which might be made in passing, though they do not 
have direct bearing on the main subject. 

(1) The figures disclose a close correlation of viewpoint between 
teachers and students. This intimate relationship would, of course, be 
expected, but to mention the fact serves to remind the teacher of the 
great responsibility which is his in rightly guiding the thinking of his 
students. 

(2) The twelve ministers who are recorded, register a strong ten- 


dency in the direction of liberalism. In all questions involving a 
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clash between the scientific point of view and dogma, the orthodox view 


is either questioned or denied by the majority; whereas in questions 


which concern the value or being of Jesus, the ministers stand firmly 


together in the affirmative. This may or may not be representative of 
the ministerial group as a whole. However, if it is, it is an extreme- 
ly encouraging fact, for it means that the religious leaders are not "a 
bunch of fossils," as the university student is wont to say; but that 


the ministers are making an honest effort to relate Christian experience 


to the world of knowledge. 


(3) Those classified in the non-professional groups, business folk, 
workmen, and housewives, lean markedly toward conservatism. It is quite 
certain that in this regard the figures represent the actual fact. 

There are good reasons why this should be so. Dr. Morgan of Stanford 
University, said at a recent meeting in Berkeley in substance this: that 
there are two ways to get for one's self a satisfying religious experi- 
ence . One is to accept religious truth without question; and the other 
is to think it out for one's self. If a person chooses to use his thought 
power in other channels, he may get a satisfying experience of the 
Eternal by accepting the conclusions someone else has thought out. But 
if he is not satisfied with second hand dogma, he may expend the energy 
of his own mind in the construction of a rational faith of his own. 


So far the thought of Dr. Morgan. Now, those who are in the ordinary 


pursuits of life, such as those of which we are now thinking, fall into 


the first class mentioned by Dr. Morgan. These folk are not trained to 
think out religious problems; they have not time to think them out; 


and, what is more, they are not the least bit interested in them. 
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_ They want a faith which satisfies the soul. They want an emotional ex- 


perience, not a rational faith. They want peace of spirit; they are 
not concerned with inconsistencies in dogma. They are willing, there- 
fore, to accept as their own the current ideas of the theologians about 
Christ, and to leave it to the theologians to fight out the inconsis- 
tencies. 

(4) Lastly, certain questions such as the second, fourth, fifth, 


eighth, and ninth, reveal strong opposition to the traditional views. 


The reason for such opposition will be apparent if the nature of the 


above questions is carefully examined. Questions two, four, and five 
represent dogmas which clash directly with the scientific spirit of 
our day. This is the first reason which may be suggested to account for 


the closely contested questions. The mind of today finds it difficult 


to accept the account of Jesus’ birth of a virgin, not because of any 


failure to appreciate his value, but because such a birth cannot be 
explained atcording to the laws of the universe as we know it. And 
since such an explanation is not forthcoming, the account loses its 
value as history and as a valid part of faith. 

The same thing holds true with regard to the nature miracles. We 
believe that gravity is a universal force, and that since the specific 
gravity of the human body is greater that that of water, it is there- 


fore impossible for a man, and hence for Jesus, to walk on the surface 


of the water. Or again, how could Jesus still the tempest? So far as 


the scientific mind knows, man has no control over the wind and the 


waves. 


The figures relating to the resurrection of Jesus reflect not 
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only the scientific spirit of our day, but the materialism of that 
spirit. The tendency to doubt that Jesus survived death depends not 
only upon the fact that there is insufficient evidence upon which to 
base belief, but also upon the insidious working of the philosophy of 
materialism which denies that at death thors is anything left to sur- 
vive. If Jesus as a man was nothing but a walking concourse of atoms 
held together by cooperating laws of a purely mechanical nature, what 


could there be left to survive when the atomic system of his being 


_ broke up at his death? This philosophy leaves no room for personality 


which is superior to matter and death. 
Questions eight and nine also register a strong difference of 
Opinion. These questions are of a different nature from those dis- 


cussed just above, and require a different explanation. They are 


metaphysical questions. As such they are clear of conflict with sci- 


ence, since science is supposed to confine itself to the world of 


‘phenomena. Problems of being belong in the field of speculation. Into 


the heaven of theistic speculation no scientist may come without first 
being transformed into a philosopher. 

Why is there opposition of more than fifty percent to those find- 
ing value in the Trinity, and to those believing in the essential deity 
of Jesus Christ? Two possible answers to this question suggest them- 


selves. In the first place, as a direct product of the scientific 


‘spirit, there has grown up in modern times a strong humanitarian spirit. 


The emphasis is all on humanity, rather than on deity. The tendency 
is rather to accent the divinity of man,than the deity of Christ. 


Applied to the doctrines about Jesus Christ, the effect of humanitear- 
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-ianism is quite visable. The modern day would like to identify Jesus 


with the race rather than exalt him as deity. This comprises one 


difficulty which faces the present day thinker. As a humanist, he 


sees little or no value in the Trinity, and is reluctant to think 


of Jesus in terms of deity. 
Secondly,this is a pragmatic rather than a philosophical period. 
The interest is not in metaphysics but in action. People are concerned 


not so much about who Jesus is,as about what he did. It is his teaching, 


his system of ethics, which one hears about continually. Very little is 


heard in ordinary conversation, of Jesus place in the Godhead. The 
fact that such doctrines are opposed by some as worthless may be ex- 
plained,in part, by saying that it is because, not being interested in 
these things, people do not give due consideration to them, and hence 
fail to find any vulue in then. 

It is now the proper place to ask what these figures mean, trans- 


lated into ordinary language. Do they really disclose anything of 


_ value, or are they merely a mathematical jumble, signifying nothing? 


Is it possible by reading off numbers to conclude that the trend of 
thought is this way or that way with respect to Jesus Christ? 

There do seem to be some interesting and valuable conclusions to 
be drawn from this tabulation, and these will shortly be pointed out. 
But before doing this it is desirable to save possible critics the 
trouble of discounting the validity of these conclusions by doing it in 


advance. There are a number of inherent weaknesses which must be recog- 


nized and allowed for before one may make any positive statements. 


Take, in the first place, the limited distribution of the questionnaire 


. 


“a eff ftsee catl let « 
(et AD ingae sy. of] gene? vislte 
juntovuses OL Gee , utladts qed ad entee od ys otbaae 


oCiidh 1+ ener pe eee 


htynittg og nads svdice afi eegesg 2 ef abt), {Sense 


: © 
ie ol. chicet «metia; Jul Qh,9% gation a! fon et teewiad 


> 


™ 
v 


- 
jee Mie 4) sh had Wi Bale tucds 29121 .a06a. of doels doce od] 
A it : 
PRs. bata tess foe ened ome isdow sebite 1¢ ache) 


~- 2 


Paeitod alt pt poely www Ys TLS eR OCROS YIaaleg at 
eo 68-040 Ti tw oo +. S0gly 1 » ean dafeok deve foug 
MOTEL Gelee fom eeewrod 2: 2! gant er dvos tw cade = 
bis mane ¥? Alsievewlrrs @ | cig dag ob alqueg agelet : 
ris oi eoler we i * by we 
ay COMBE) o0%'? tuiw we 92 oonly Tegerg eff wee ai at 
- gold tps wesicas® yi: we? @ -a&yaxpaal eiedleis eal 

pts Pay eygie peor | titania mo Uette gid) 918 Bigs 


NONE Os TNE Ohyltciod 2* wevievn T10 pelhoet gd othe 


a \ 
si 
PORN: Based of dren) hile (7) 24 30 Gay alae eth 
he | | 
PO eidime SUCRE AY Dur pil.ter-'a! sage ws of aoe oD 
sins belting oF (lietete Lite vest: wie . i lisieded 2602, pett 
whe asd tine ebciotag even of tlcartees af 24 obdd gedow 
bess aaic® (4 eqocgusowed etwll Se gidlecae at? gra taposesh Yo. 
» “364 i ftom delle seqogadees demise to ethan « ete ee 


Sis i 
hae 


mises in le erlileo, qa sien Ye eee ese led.741 aes: 
‘Seba tor. > «2 14 nui sudéifedd bu rembt oe cosolgdaaly 


7 
7 


7. 2 


7 


ws ae 

> rT ® 

agi 4 : 7. 

: x we 7 i ve 


; 


§ 


> 


_ the whole population, to say nothing of the fact that the actual figures 
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upon which the conclusions are based. It may be objected with some 


force that three hundred persons are not sufficient to represent fairly 


are based on the replies of one hundred and fifty-five. 

It may be objected in the second place that there are insufficient 
representatives for certain classes of society. For example, three 
housewives can scarcely speak adequately for the mass of married women, 
nor can seven workmen properly represent labor. 

Another valid criticism of the questionnaire has already been 
touched upon, namely, that there is in some of the questions ambiguity. 


The one who replies may interpret the question in a way which wes not 


- originally intended; and egain, he may answer "yes" or "no" while 


holding mental reservations which change his real opinion to something 
different from what he has written. 

Moreover, many are extremely light and careless when they come to 
answer a questionnaire. Some seem to think that these papers are sent 
out as a joke, not to be answered with honesty of conviction, but in 
a perverted fashion, just as though it were a jolly thing to deceive the 
enquirer. At least one instance of this kind occurred. 

Now in the face of these objections, it is willingly admitted that 


no minutely accurate conclusions are possible, but it is stoutly main-~ 


tained that conclusions of a general nature, the sweeping trends which 


shall now be indicated, are valid. 


What does the man of today think of Jesus Christ? The image of 


him which one sees reflected in the mind of today is not a lifeless 


a Ca dt a 


thing, put a portrait full of life and color. The first clear tes- 
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_timony of present-day men according to this study, is to the inestim- 
able worth of Jesus to the world. By an overwhelming majority, Jesus 
‘i Christ is recognized as an indispensable factor in the welfare of the 
world. In fact, this judgment is based upon the acknowledgment of the 
importance of his influence in history. No one with a clear and unbias- 
ed vision could fail to see how the influence of Jesus has been working 
in the world for the transformation and purification of society. Uvery 
great movement of reform and emancipation since the day of Jesus has re- 
ceived its initial impulse through him and in his name. The eman- 
 cipation of woman and of slaves; political freedom; the liberation of 
the mind; the movements for social betterment; the urge to world bro- 
therhood; the present campaign against war- to whose influence are these 
mighty movements due if they are not traceable to Jesus Christ? 
Perhaps there is to be seen in the sample of current opinion that we are 
ice assaying, the acknowledgment of this fact. Take for illustration 
a few actual quotations from the answers returned: Is Jesus indis- 
pensable? "Yes, because the best in our civilization came to its 
highest realization through Jesus." (A teacher) "Yes, as a part of 
the influences that shaped modern civilization." (A professor) "Only 
as it is an indispensable part of the moral and spiritual teaching of 
the world." (A writer) 
There i more intimate relationship of Jesus Christ to the life 
_ of today, a personal kinship which expresses itself in devotion to 
{ Christ as a potent force in experience. From the evidence that lies 


before us, it may be inferred that it is in this personal, and hence, 


™) 
" more passionate sense, thet the man of today still finds his great- 
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est appreciation of Jesus Christ. He means something more to the in- 
“dividual than a set of dominant ideas operating in history. He is a 
_ living presence, whose intimate nearness imparts moral strength and 
_ carries on a redeeming process within the individual. It is in this 
spirit of deep personal devotion, evidently, that most of the answers 
to the first question were given. As examples, let the replies of 
_ two professors be quoted: "Certainly all that I prize most in life, 
all grounds of hope, are closely bound up with Jesus Christ and his 
4 work." Again, "To my bedside, yes." Such answers fairly pulsate with 
emotion and mean more than the appraisal of an historical agency. 

As a second element in the portrait of Jesus which the mind of to- 
_ day discloses,take the sentiment as to Jesus’ power to heal the sick. 
y If our data mean anything they mean that Jesus is regarded as a person 
of unique psychic powers. The great majority accept without any dif- 
" fioulty the healing acts of Jesus. 
; It is not in the sense of the miraculous, however, that these acts 
of Jesus seem credible, for the man of this day shrinks from the miracu- 
. lous. It is because the works of healing which Jesus did can be ex- 
plained on the whole in terms of our present knowledge of psychology 
that these incidents are accepted. We know that the mind wields the 
a sceptre cue Ais body, that the proper mental attitude is the best in- 
Barance against disease. Coupling this fact with what we know of Jesus’ 
BP eovertul personality and of his method of healing which laid emphasis 
on faith,and the restoration of a right mental outlook as prerequisites 
Bot recovery, there seems to be no logical reason to doubt the power of 


Jesus along this line. Besides, there are in our midst other, though 
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_ psychic healing. 
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ai 


lesser personalities who exercise, in a more limited way, the power of 


A typical example of what perhaps represents the predominating 
opinion, the reply of a student who took the trouble to answer in full 


is given here. In part he says: "There are types of healing miracles 


however, which a man of Jesus' powerful personality could undoubtedly 


perform. Doctors all agree, Coue among them, that a large percentage 


of human ailments are due to a wrong mental attitude on the part of the 


sufferer. Therefore faith healing is perfectly possible in these cases." 


Again, it is to be expected that a Christ who is indispensable in 
the sense that has been indicated, should be a living Christ. It is 
not surprising, then, that belief in the resurrection is predominant, 


for a living Christ is the central feature of a living Christianity. 


The main fact which the figures make plain to us is that Jesus rose 


_ from the dead, or in some way succeeded in making his disciples cer- 


tain that he still lived. But when it is asked concerning the mode of 


' the resurrection a conflict of ideas is in evidence. It is untenable 


to a large number of thinkers that the body of Jesus was reanimated. In 


the large this sentiment is the prevailing one. What is maintained 


without a question by the majority, however, is the important truth, 


that the spirit of Jesus passed through death and lived, and lives. 


The highlights of divinity have not as yet been added to our pic- 


ture of Jesus. Would the picture be complete without them? Must Jesus 


be related to God in some unique way before the portrait is complete? 


Yes, if the thought of today is interpreted rightly. In spite of the 


strong feeling that all men are the sons of God; in spite of the ten- 
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dency to identify Jesus with the race, to make him the greatest and 


noblest of the sons of men, the conviction remains that this Jesus, 


though one of us, is above us; that he is in an unique way the Son of 


God. The chief basis for his uniqueness lies in his moral nature. Mon 


still pronounce him sinless, or at least acknowledge his relative per- 


fection when compared with the rest of humanity. It is an interesting 
fact that in a few instances those who denied everything else about 


him agreed that he was without moral flaw. In view of such perfection 


_ of character, the person of Jesus seems to rise to an infinite height 


above us, and in fact, to merge with God himself. In that realm where 


the human touches the divine, the thought of our time cannot see too 


clearly, but still it is constrained to believe that in Jesus Christ 


men behold the eternal spirit of the Father. 

What do men of today conceive to be the task of Jesus Christ in the 
ber ld? The three alternative theories of the redemption are, no doubt, 
far from inclusive. Some light breaks through to help us, neverthe- 
less. 

In the first place, the ransom theory of atonement is passing, be-~ 
yond a doubt. And let it pass. Such a crude naive explanation may have 
served its purpose in its own day, when men divided the sovereignty of 


God with Satan, but it is no longer worthy of a place in Christian 


| theology except as history. 


Se 


The point of view most in favor, of the three which were indicated, 


is that Jesus saves the world through the example of his life and 


‘teachings. This means that Jesus gave to the world its noblest ethic, 


and that by his example he demonstrated the workability of his teach- 
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_ ing. It is by means of this demonstration in practical morals that the 
world sees the way to its Salvation; and through the urge of the div- 
inity which Jesus proved to lie dormant in the rece, humanity is im- 
pelled upward to a higher level of spiritual achievement. ‘This con- 
ception is exceedingly attractive to the practical mind of our dey. The 
emphasis is largely upon the ethics of Jesus rather than upon his per- 
gon. This theory has some limitations, however, which make it inade- 
quete. These are reserved for a later chapter for detailed discussion. 

The third alternative, suggesting that Jesus brought to light in 
the world, by demonstrating it, the true neture of the redemptive pro- 
cess ~ a redemption which is progressively realized in the social order 
through vicarious suffering; a redemption in which everyone may have 
his part - receives strong support. It appeals to the social conscious- 
ness of our time. Perhaps one may venture to make the suggestion, even, 
that the trend of modern thought concerning redemption is in the direc- 
tion of such a conception. This is too much to draw from the meagre 
figures before us, however. 

Summarizing; what does the world at the present time think of 
Jesus Christ? It regards him as an invaluable, personal,powerful force 
in history and in the experience of the individual. He is unique in 
his relationship to God and to man; for by the acknowledgment of his 
moral perfection he became more than man,and being perfectly good, how 
could he be less than God? 

With respect to the historic Jesus, the mind of today accepts 
‘that which it believes to be possible in the light of natural law; but 


does not hesitate to discard as worthless all incidents which imply a 
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a contradiction of natural law. 

Taking all things into consideration, the religious insight of the 
present day deserves much credit. That which it seeks is reality. As 
to things which do not aquare with scientific knowledge - it will have 
none of them. Nevertheless, the mind of today has a real appreciation 
of the value and essentiality of Jesus Christ in human experience. 

There is in these facts a source of great encouragement to those 
who follow the leadership of Christ. It is maintained by some that 
Christianity is passing, and that the loyalty of the world to Christ as 
the supreme spiritual leader will pass with it. There is no evidence of 
such a tendency in our present study; and it may be safely asserted 
that such a thing can never come to pass - except when men lose the true 
sense of moral values which they possess at the present time. 

And yet there is a real need to be met in the mind of today. As 
the writer has studied the answers made to this questionnaire, he has 
been conscious of a certain pathos about it all, an uncertainty in 

Many cases, a groping after a deeper satisfaction of the spirit which 
has not as yet been met. In some instances there seems to be a wistful 
areas for the return of the religious confidence of earlier life, 
lost in these latter years through doubt and uncertainty. 

Can Jesus Christ be interpreted in terms positive and hopeful - in 
terms which will give confidence and power to the men of our day? This 

is the longing of a recent anonymous writer in the Atlantic Monthly 
(February 1926) who says, "If out of the struggle (between Modernism 

end Fundamentalism) a religious leader will arise who can say in tones 


of triumphant truth the majestic word (God) that many lips seek to 
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ane, what joy and power might he bring to life, what peace to our 
hearts:" This expresses the desire which is deepest in thousands of 
Minds today. 

It is our conviction that this longing for Reality, this desire 
to find God, may be satisfied if we probe deep enough. If we seek 
God with a sincere desire, we shall surely find Him. May it not be 
through him who stood nearest to God, through him who said, 


"J am the way, the truth, and the life." 
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Birth 


The task of interpreting Jesus is best begun with a discussion of 
some phases of his historic life. If our mind is to retain its respect 
and adoration for Jesus Christ it must rid itself of chronic doubt con= 
cerning his human nature. Such doubt is widespread today. Much of it 
centers about the birth, the miracles, and the resurrection of Jesus. 
The purpose of this chapter is to attempt a satisfactory solution of 
these problems. 

As we saw from the study of the questionnaire in the first chapter, 
the mind of today is not at all at ease about the birth of Jesus. On 
the one hand, there are those who accept the account of his birth as 
it is given in Matthew and Luke. On the other hand, there is a very 
strong group of thinkers who reject the Biblical report for a number 
of reasons. What are the prevailing arguments on either side, and 
which side is right? 

Let us examine first the orthodox position. Underlying all argu- 
ments of those who hold this opinion is the belief in the verbal in- 
spiration of the scriptures and their absolute authority. The scrip- 
tures say that Jesus was born of the virgin Mary, and that his concep- 
tion was through the agency of the Holy Spirit. Since this is what 
the scriptures say, it must, therefore, be authentic. 

Moreover, the coming of Jesus,it is said,is referred to by the 
Old Testament prophecy. According to Isaiah 7:14, "a virgin shail 
conceive and bear a son, and thou shalt call his name Immanuel." 


Such passages are interpreted to refer to Jesus. In fact, according 
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to the theory of revelation held, this is the logical conclusion, 

since every part of the Bible is supposed to support and tie into ev- 
ery other part. Prophecy, then, also saw that Jesus was to be born 

of a virgin. 

At the opposite extreme, there are those who reject the virgin 
birth altogether. It is objected, in the first place, that such a 
birth is not in harmony with scientific truth, because it violates the 
biological principles of generation. As such, it is not tenable to 
those who pride themselves to be rational thinkers. Moreover, the 
story of the gospel narrators is taken to be mythical. It is not an 
ascription peculiar to Jesus to say that he was born of a virgin. Oth- 
er religions of contemporary or more ancient times, believed their ce- 
ities to have had a miraculous advent. The birth of Jesus as narrated 
must, therefore, likewise be a myth. 

The doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus repels many intelligent 
persons today. They find no value in it because it cannot be true 
as history. They even find it detrimental to the cause of Christianity, 
for a religion which rests even to this extent on error is bound to 
suffer in like measure. Truth and religion must be one, and the relig- 
ion which is bound up with untenable dogma is in danger of collapse. So 
they argue. 

Now, even if one finds it impossible to accept the virgin birth 
as historical fact, it should not be necessary to swing to the oppo- 
site extreme and detach all value to Christianity from it. It seems 
reasonable that there is a middle ground, a position that will no only 


satisfy the intellect of the rationalist, but which will conserve 
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whatever there is of value, whether poetic or historic, in the story. 

There is such an abundance of argument against the historicity 
of the virgin birth that one is almost forced to choose a middle 
ground at least. To begin with, in the light of modern scholarship, 
One can no longer accept the theory of verbal inspiration of the 
Scriptures. The books of the Bible appear rather to be the product of 
&@ progressive revelation of God in history, a record of the religious 
experience of a race as they struggled from the dark and fearsome 
depths of savagery upward toward God. In such a struggle, there is 
room for fallibility, and the Bible as the product of mortal men strug- 
gling toward God, does not need the claim of infallibility to justify 
it. Therefore, the account of the virgin birth is not necessarily 
true because of its presence in the Bible. Things are not true because 
they are in the Bible. Things may be in the Bible because they are 
true, however. Or again, they may be in the Bible even though they 
are not true. It is, therefore, no argument for the virgin birth to 
Say it appears in the Bible. 

Furthermore, those who argue for the affirmative on the basis of 
Old Testament prophecy such as the passage already quoted, are basing 
their claims on a faulty understanding of what prophecy is. \Jith the 
support of such an eminent Hebrew scholar as Dr. William Frederick 
Bade, the assertion is made that genuine prophecy, as used by the 
great Hebrew prophets does not mean "foretelling," but "forthtelling." 
The function of the prophet was not to predict events of the future 
put to speak forth the word of Jahveh. Prophecy means prediction only 


in the sense that what is predicted is seen to be imminent in the in- 
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mediate future as a result of conditions that already exist. The 
prophet, then, is primarily a spokesman of moral truth. In the case 
of such a prophet as Isaiah, the spokesman is also a statesman, with 
vision keen to discern the conditions of the time and to foresee, the 
disasters that threatened his people. Bringing this discussion back 
to the main point, it amounts to this, namely, that it is futile to 
argue the truth of Jesus' supernatural birth from the Old Testament 
prophecies, written six or seven centuries before the event. Wise as 
Isaiah was, he could not see so far ahead. It is granted that such 
passages fit with remarkable accuracy the gospel narrative, but there 
can have been no original connection in the mind of the prophetic 
writers with the coming of Jesus. 

A further difficulty arises relative to the New Testament writ- 
ings. The oldest gospel, Mark, makes no reference to the virgin birth. 
In none of the synoptics does Jesus say a word about his miraculous 
advent. If such a thing had occurred, if it was of any significance 
to be thus born into the world, one would expect that he would have 
made some mention of it. Moreover, Paul, whose writings are earlier 
than Matthew, Luke, and John, evidently knows nothing at all about the 
virgin birth. In fact, he apparently assumes that Jesus was born as a 
natural man is born. The strength of Paul's argument is that Jesus was 
aman like as we are. "God sent forth His son in the likeness of sin- 
ful flesh." (newene 8:3) Jesus is "the first born of many brethern." 
(Romans 8:29) 

Nor is the task easier when we examine the narratives themselves. 


A close study of these accounts of Matthew and Luke will reveal numer- 
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ous differences in detail. Take, for instance, the genealogics in 
Matthew 1 and Luke 3. These seem to agree in the purpose to trace the 
lineage of Jesus through David and thus to establish him as the looked- 
for Messiah. They agree also in that the lineage is traced through the 
line of Joseph rather than through Mary's ancestry. Here the similar- 
ity ceases. But the problem which at once arises is, If Jesus was in 
no way related to Joseph, why is he mentioned in the genealogies rath- 
er than Mary! It may be argued in desperation that the genealogies 

are inaccurate and fanciful, but such an admission argues little for 
the possibility of the virgin birth. 

Again, concerning the first two chapters of Luke several things 
may be noted. There is positively nothing in these chapters which nec- 
essarily implies a miraculous birth. In the announcement to Mary by 
ihe angel, these words are used "Thou shalt conceive in thy womb and 
bring forth a son, and shalt call his name Jesus." (1:31) "How!" asks 
Mary. "The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee and the power of the Most 
High shall overshadow thee." (1:35) There is nothing here which might 
not be said at the conception of any child, a thing of such mystery 
and beauty and holiness is it. 

The second chapter further corroborates this interpretation of 
chapter one. It will be noticed that the record speaks of the "parents" 
of Jesus, not the "parent" as would be expected if Joseph were not so 
related. Again, Mary says, “thy father and I." Mary seems to acknow- 
ledge the parentage of Joseph. And why were Mary and Joseph astonished 
to find Jesus in the temple engrossed in a serious conversation with 


the wise men if Mary had been informed of his divinity? As a matter of 
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fact, it is Jesus who seems to be conscious of his divine sonship 
rather than his parents. 

Now if this be accepted as a possible interpretation of Luke, the 
whole responsibility for the authenticity of the virgin birth seoms to 
hang on the account of Matthew - hardly sufficient evidence to be con- 
vincing. 

Passing from the Bible records, without attempting to discuss all 
the points available, we turn to the consideration of the historic 
development of the doctrine. The first thing for those who accept 
this belief to explain is, “Why does the first Christian century know 
nothing of it?" One would expect the spring to be pure near its source. 
But according to history the idea does not seem to have become preva- 
lent until the second century after Christ. 

There is a rational explanation of these facts. The above ques- 
tion has the simple answer that the first century knew nothing of 
Jesus' birth of a virgin because it was not so. It was not until lat- 
er when men began to interpret Jesus in the light of other religions 
that the belief arose. As was intimated before, surrounding religions 
were competing with Christianity for supremacy. A chief of these was 
Mithraism. The deity of Mithraism was born of a virgin. Was it not 
natural that Jesus, who was now thought of as Lord above all,should 
gradually become associated with a miraculous origin? Indeed, it was 
a matter of expediency that he should be thus regarded, if Christianity 
was to gain supremacy over the competing religions. 

A second consideration is that the church regarded Jesus as Lord. 


His supremacy must be attested, his divinity must be established beyond 
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question. What more could they say of him, in the light of current 
views, than that he was conceived by the Spirit of God in the womb of 
@ pure virgin? Did they not mean by this to free him from the taint 
of hereditary sin; to see in him the incarnation of God in man; to 
reveal him as one substance with the Father? Thinking of him as born 
of a virgin then, was the highest tribute which the early church knew 
how to pay to Jesus, the Lord. 

Perhaps the most positive thing to be argued against the virgin 
birth and in support of the natural origin of Jesus is that we do not 
need such a belief today. The original setting for it has gone, and 
with it the credulity which makes it possible. 

When Jesus is deprived of his human nature, he loses his value 
for humanity. All that Jesus did, all that he suffered, all the temp- 
tation he conquered, is meaningless to us if Jesus is deprived of his 
identity with humanity. For if the life of Jesus means anything to 
the acta: it is that he showed by his noble example what men really 
are and can achieve if they live rightly. But if Jesus were born of a 
virgin he is no longer human but a being of a class about which we 
know nothing. Therefore, he ceases to be an example and an uplifter 
in the world, for the reason that he has not experienced life in the 
way we are compelled to experience it. 

Lastly, our valuation of Jesus does not depend upon anything 
miraculous in his life - at least anything less miraculous than his 
sublime moral integrity and power. It is in this spiritual sense 
that we conceive the uniqueness of Jesus. In no sense does it depend 


on the manner of his physical birth. Here is one, who by his intrinsic 
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moral worth, alone, rises far above the sons of men so that men spon- 
taneously confess his Lordship. 

In conclusion, what shall the men of today do with the doctrine. of 
the virgin birth? For the reasons given above, the belief may with 
impunity be discarded as history. But there are values which must not 
be cast away. Men must continue to see the place of the virgin birth 
"in history" though not "as history." We must recognize the value tind 
Supremacy of Jesus which that story intended to express, though we 
ourselves must judge his value in other ways. 

Last of ali, there are literary and sentimental values in connec- 
tion with this gospel event, which could be removed from our culture 
only at great loss to us. The Christmas story is replete with tender- 
ness, hope and cheer. This simple scene of mother and babe has sanc- 
tified womanhood and childhood until this day. The song of the angels, 
"Peace on earth, good will," is still ringing in our ears, and bids 
fair to conquer a war-ridden world in days to come. To cease to tell 
this story in the Christmas season because it is historically untrue, 
would be like destroying "Hamlet" or Goethe's "Faust" because they are 
not bona fide fact. Man lives not by fact alone, but more by the 
deep-running current of emotion. When all is said and done, poetry, 
not fact, is the food of the soul, ard as such the stories of the 


nativity have their supreme value. 


Miracles. 


Dr. Frederic Palmer defines a miracle as "a material change dic- 
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tated by mind." According to this definition, all the incidents 
commonest in our own experience are classed as miracles. It is a 
Miracle that by gravity an apple should fall to the ground, for the 
Mind of the universe so ordered it. Radio is a miracle, for in re- 
Sponse to the dictation of a creative mind, the necessary changes 
came about resulting in the wireless transmission of the voice. By 
the same definition, the housewife works a miracle when she so pre- 
pares various materials that the hunger of her family is satisfied. 

There is a deep mystery underlying all life, and in this sense 
the above definition may well apply. For present purposes, however, 
this definition is inadequate without the addition of a restricting 
clause. With such an addition, the definition reads,"A miracle is 
@ material change, in real or apparent contradiction to natural law, 
dictated by mind." This is, perhaps, the popular understanding of 
the word, and is consequently the meaning which is sought after in 
this connection. 

The problem that faces many serious thinkers today as they read 
the life of Jesus, is how to explain the works of Jesus which seem to 
conflict with natural law. There are two solutions that might be of- 
fered. Like Dr. Palmer, one might settle the difficulty in his defi- 
nition of miracle by saying that that these things are no more mir- 
aculous than all the rest of experience. But this method is unsatis- 
factory. It dodges the question. It leaves us with the feeling that 


there are, nevertheless, some miracles more miraculous than others, 
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Palmer, Dr. Frederic, The Virgin Birth, p. 35 
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and those cases demand explanation. The other method is preferable, 


namely, to explain the miracles of Jesus in terms of the common defi- 


nition. 


There are a goodly number of extraordinary events reported in 
the synoptic gospels. These events, or miracles divide themselves 
into two main classes: (1) healing miracles; (2) nature miracles; 
and there is a third small group comprising the cases of resurrection. 

The greater part of the miracles of Jesus fall into the class 
of healing miracles. Mark records thirteen such incidents, Luke men- 
tions seventeen, and Matthew gives fourteen. The majority of the 
miracles found in Matthew and Luke are found in Mark, and were prob- 
ably taken from the earlier record of Mark. A scrutiny of these mir- 
acles of healing in the three gospels discloses the fact that the 
large majority of the persons who were treated by Jesus, suffered from 


neurotic or mental diseases. The most notable exceptions to this 


statement are the cases of the man healed of dropsy (Luke 4:1-4), 


and the cleansing of the lepers (Matthew 8:1-4; Luke 17:11-15). In 


fi 


the first case, Luke is the sole reporter of the incident, and in the 
second fl Matthew and Luke do not agree as to the number of lepers 
healed. The authenticity of these incidents may therefore be ques- 

tioned, though not denied, on these grounds. So much for the gospel 


narratives, which recount in a simple and straightforward way how Je- . 


sus cured the bodies of men and women by helping them to regain a 


right attitude of mind. 
The healing miracles may be accepted without the loss of one's 


rationality. From the standpoint of history they seem tenable be- 
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cause of the strong note of agreement between the narrators. As we 
saw, in only a few cases were miracles recorded by any synoptic writer 
not supported by all. 

Furthermore, they seem to be a natural and integral part of the 
life work and character of Jesus, and to remove them from the story 
of his life would do violence of the greatest kind to the narrative. 
Jesus nowhere goes out of his way to perform marvelous works. In 
fact, he shrinks from the use of the spectacular, and many times he 
eludes those who seek for signs and wonders. When he performs works 
of healing, his motive is at all times compassion for the sufferer; 
and his objective, the cure of the soul more than the cure of the body. 
The healing miracles, therefore are seen to be a normal expression of 
the beneficent longing of a deeply spiritual man to help his fellows. 
Deeds of mercy would be naturally expected of such a person. The 
only question that remains is, “Could he do these things?" 

This question is best answered by asking, "Can Coue effect cures 
by psychic treatment? Can Mrs. Amie McPherson? Can the medical pro- 
fession, by the use of suggestion produce bodily recoveries?" The 
answer to these questions must.be "yes." There can be no doubting the 
potency of mental states in the cure of certain diseases. Now, the 
point is that the miracles of healing which Jesus performed can be ex- 
plained by the same mental forces. If Coue can do such things- a 
greater than Coue practiced in Galilee. Jesus was a man of unbounded 
strength of personality. Who, coming into contact with him could fail to 
regain hope and health? 


In conclusion, the healing miracles are entirely acceptable, bar- 


} =35- 


ring the few exceptions mentioned, whose authenticity is questioned, 


and concerning the possibility of which one may better remain agnos- 


tic. Do they prove him divine? No, for divinity does not rest on the 


ability to work miracles. Divinity is a matter of moral worth. Do 
these miracles make Jesus less human? No, for in performing them he 
used no powers not inherent in the personality of man. Do the miracles 
raise or lower our estimate of the character of Jesus? The former. 
They are deeds of kindness, bright jewels in the personality which 
wili adorn his being forever. 

In the synoptic gospels are recorded seven wonder works that are 
in truth "miracles." These are vikeowe as "nature miracles" because 
they involve a very extraordinary manipulation of the laws and mater- 
ials of the natural world. Jesus walks on the sea and bids the storm 
abate its fury. He curses the fig tree and it withers at his word. 

At his bidding Peter pulls a fish from the sea, and a coin from the 
fish's mouth. Five thousand end four thousand are fed with but a few 
loaves and fishes. At the command of Jesus the disciples cast their 
nets and draw an enormous catch of fishes. 

On first impulse one is tempted to reject these wonders as a 
legitimate part of the gospel story. Are they not all impossible 
incidents in the light of modern knowledge of nature? Who can believe 


the story of the coin in the fish's mouth? A second objection is 


that they are not intimately connected with moral truth as are the 


healing miracles. Such unnetural deeds seem to conflict with the 


general character and method of Jesus. He disliked wonders and signs. 


Moreover, in such an instance as the cursing of the fig tree, the very 
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morality of Jesus comes into question if the incident be true, for such 
-a@ course of action seems petty and unworthy of his character. 

How then shall the nature miracles be interpreted? The best ground 
in this case is the position of agnosticism. We frankly do not know. 
By reason of the arguments that are given above and others, we may well 
lean toward the negative. Belief in these nature miracles is in 
no way essential to an appreciation of Jesus, and if pondered over too 
long, tends to make such an appreciation difficult. Yet there is not 
sufficient evidence to justify their rejection. They may appear to be 
contradictory to natural law, but what, after all, do we know of natu- 
real law? We have barely broken the crust encasing universal knowledge. 
Perhaps this unique personality with whom we are dealing knew some things 
about reality that we do not know. At least one must not dogmatically 
declare it impossible. 

Some explain these miracles as subjective experiences of the dis- 
ciples, rather than as objective experiences occurring in nature. 
Perhaps this is true. It is in all probability true that behind these 

occurrences lie kernels of fact. The nature of these facts, however, 
cannot be certainly known. Since we do not know and cannot know; since 
we cannot deny them; and since an acceptance or rejection of these 
miracles affects in no material way our opinion of Jesus- let each per- 
son do as he feels best. Let him accept them for whet value they may 
have for him; let him reject them if he sees fit; or let him frankly 
say, "I do not know." 
| The third class of miracles includes cases of Jesus raising the 


dead. Including for the moment the fourth gospel in our consideration, 


a 
there are only three cases in which Jesus is reported to have reanimatea 
dead bodies. The raising of Lazarus is reported only in John, and may 
be questioned fairly because of the lateness of the narrative and its 
lack of corroboration in the other accounts. This leaves the case of 
the raising of Jairus' daughter, which is reported by the three syn- 
optic writers; and the raising of the son of the widow of Nain, recount- 
ed in Luke only. 

The evidence in support of these two incidents is not overly con- 
vincing. Consider the case of Jairus' daughter. According to Mark 
(the other two gospels evidently depend on this), it is certain that 
those in the house thought the maiden dead, for the funeral rites 
had already begun. But Jesus entered, and looking at the girl said, 
"She is not dead, but sleepeth." What does “sleepeth" mean? It is 
not certain that the girl was dead at all. Perhaps she was in that 
delicate balance that divides life asd death, where life still hovers, 
though the stillness of death has come. Perhaps the keen observation 
of Jesus perceived this, where those torn with grief and dispair had 
failed. Perhaps the word of a strong personality such as that of 
Jesus was all that was needed to win the day for life. Such an ex- 
planation, though it cannot be proved, lies within the realm of the 
possible. It is a psychological possibility and is within the mean- 
ing of the text. 

So far as the raising of the son of the widow of Nain is concern- 
ed, it is discredited because, like the story of Lazarus, it is not 
narrated elsewhere than in Luke. 


Therefore it is reasonable to reject these cases of resurrection 
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from the dead. There is also anadditional reason that will be dis- 
cussed next in connection with the resurrection of Jesus, namely, 
whether physical resurrection, if the passageS refer to such, can be 


accepted on any grounds. 


Death and Resurrection 

It is an universaliy accepted fact that Jesus of Nazareth met his 
death by crucifixion at the hands of his countrymen. In all important 
respects the four gospels agree upon the fact and manner of his death. 
Paul does not question it. The extra-Biblical writers of early Christ- 
janity accept it. The secular writers of the time accepted it. It is 
an historical fact well established. 

The resurrection of Jesus, however, does not come to the mind of 
today without raising some disturbing doubts. In what sense did Jesus 
rise from the grave, if indeed he did rise? Was it a physical resur- 
rection, or was it the spirit only that survived death? 

It is assumed that in some form or other Jesus lived on after 
death. The fact of his immortality is taken for granted here, for we 
are not attempting to give the arguments supporting the doctrine of 
immortality. It is enough for present purposes, that the Christian 
community throughout the centuries has been conscious of the living 
Christ Jesus. | 

In considering the case for a physical resurrection, the current 
belief of the Jews should be borne in mind. The Jews in general be- 


| lieved in the resurrection of the body. The Jewish conception of the 
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soul was never free from materialism. They thought of the soul as a 
substance. Their comuon belief was that in the resurrection,the body 
must be reanimated and come forth in physical form. This being the 
case, it is not so surprising that the manifestation of Jesus to his 
disciples after his death should be described in terms of the physical 
resurrection in which they believed. 

Now as an actual objection to a physical resurrection, the sheer 
impossibility of such a thing suggests itself first of all. One is 
conscious of some difficulty when he tries to imagine the rising of the 
saints at the day of the resurrection = according to the theory of 
physical resurrection. What a scramble of positive and negative ions 
there will be when at the blowing of the trump the ions shall endeavor 
to assemble in the respective bodies to which they belong! What a clash 
of loyalties there will be when each ion shall be called upon to reside 
in a thousand bodies at once. What a pathetic thing it will be when an 
ion finds itself by mistake in the wrong body! This graphic representa- 
tion is not intended to be sacreligious, but to point out how impossible 
from our present knowledge of matter, the resurrection of the body is. 

If physical resurrection is not possible for the race as a whole, 
we cannot conceive it to have been possible with Jesus, for if Jesus is 
to be called truly human, his entrance into the life beyond must be the 
same as that of the rest of humanity. If it is true that we have any 
hope of eternal life through Jesus Christ, it must lie in the fact that 
we have the same capacities for it as he. It must be admitted, there- 
fore, either that Jesus is not human in all respects, or that there is 


no physical resurrection. The latter alternative is chosen here. 


i 
940 

Again, if Jesus' resurrection were physical, its moral value to 
humanity would be lessened. His kinship to the race would be lost if 
Such a miracle occurred. Jt seems as though the real value of Jesus’ 
death is rather this, that here was a man who dared to stake his 
eternal destiny upon the sacrifice he was making, one who, even though 
he did not know, except by an unfaltering faith, the life beyond, 
plunged into death and emerged victorious in the life eternal. 

I believe, therefore, not in the resurrection of the body of 
Jesus, nor in the empty tomb, but in the immortality of the spirit of 
Jesus. I see in him one who with indominable courage and faith exper- 
ienced death as one of the crises of life. I cannot believe that the 
spirit of Jesus was confined three days in the tomb. Spirit is not 
substance, and cannot be held by space. I am bold to believe that from 
the moment Jesus surrendered his body to death on the cross, the energy 


and the power of his personality have never for a moment ceased to 


exist. 
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Chapter III 


_ Problems Relating to the Divinity of Jesus Christ 


* 


Sonship 


It has been claimed by the Christian church for twenty centuries 
that Jesus Christ is God - or at least that he has unique divine at- 
tributes that mark him as separate from the rest of humanity. Is this 
position acceptable to the mind of today? Do the character and the 
activity of Jesus Christ measure up to that which is expected of deity? 
If not, the claim of the church falls to the ground. But if the moral 
attributes which make up his person are also those which make up our 
concept of God; and if his work is at the same time the work of God, 
then in truth, the claim that he is very God stands as before, and the 
world has seen the incarnate Cod. 

The term that is used throughout the New Testament to express the 
relationship between God and man, is on the human side, sonship, and 
on the side of God, Fatherhood. "Love your enemies," says Jesus, "that 
ye may be sons of your Father who is in heaven." Paul writes, "Because 
_ ye are sons, God sent forth the spirit of His Son into your hearts, 
crying, Abba, Father." 

In harmony with the New Testament conception of sonship is the mod- 
ern viewpoint concerning man's relation to God. The religious man of 
today likes to think of himself and of his fellows as children of the 
heavenly Father. The belief in this filial relationship gives dignity 
to all men, even to the least. Moreover, it fosters a sense of solidar- 
ity in the race. It draws all peoples together into one great family of 
God. Our ideals of brotherhood and democracy, so far as they are relig- 


ious, find their root in the consciousness of divine sonship. 
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Now, what is the meaning conveyed by the phrase, "son of God?" In 
what sense are men sons of God? It must be understood, first of all, 


that this term is symbolical. It should be freed from all implications 


of a biological nature which characterize the relation between human 


father and son. Such a representation would indeed be grossly anthro- 
pomorphic, and is very far from what Jesus meant by the term. 
Sonship symbolizes a number of things. It stands for a causal 


connection between man and Gods The spirit of man is the creation of 


God. "There is one God and Father of us all," says Paul. The ultimate 


source of our spirits is the creative intelligence, will, and boundless 
love of God. 

If, then, God is Father, the sons must be, in their true nature, 
likenesses of the Father. "Let us make man in our own image," says 
Jahveh in the ancient scriptures. The law of life is, let everything 
Rear fruit "after its kind." “Like father, like son," is a maxim of 
common experience. It is unthinkable that the spirit of man, the prod- 
uct of the Father's spirit, should be anything in its essential nature 
but the image of the Father. Man, though he must be forever limited, 
carries within him the fundamental traits of divinity. 

Sonship involves dependence. As the fathers of men are beyond 
their children in experience, wisdom, and power, so the children of the 


heavenly Father must ever be dependent upon the inexhaustable wisdom and 


power of God for guidance and direction. 


Sonship presupposes a very close and intimate personal relationship 


between Father and sons. It is not like the dealings of a monarch with 


his subjects, or of an employer with his employees. It involves mutual 
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respect, mutual love, and mutual cooperation. It takes for granted a 
close Communion and interchange of ideas, in which the needs of the sons 
are called forth and in return the boundless sympathy of the Father. 
Lastly, sonship, in its normal expression, means that between 


: Father and sons there is oneness of purpose. The righteous son is obed- 


 ient to the moral order and to the will of the Father. Obedience to this. 


‘4 law means harmony between the Father and his children, while disobed- 

_ ience drives the disobedient from the Father's house. ‘The Heavenly Fa- 
- ther makes but one demand of his children, that they obey the moral law. 
| The moral law is the law of love, and the law of love binds the sons to 
d the task of working with the Father in the redemption of the world. 

The Christian world is wont to think of Jesus Christ as the Son ul 
God, rather than as a son of God. The relationship which he bears to 

q the Father is thought of as unique. He is not identified entirely with 


_ the race but is exalted as the Lord God. Upon what foundation does this 


- claim rest, and is it a solid foundation, or is not Jesus after all one 


: of the sons of men with no more claim to divinity than the rest of 

: humanity! 

| The answer to this question lies in the principle of identity and 
“9 is, eases It is difficult for many people to believe that there is 
4 a difference between Jesus Christ and humanity. They overlook the fact, 
a however, that not only is there difference between him and us, but that 


+ there is a real difference between every one of us. No two human be- 


ings are exactly alike. There are differences in size and shape of our 


ee wo. —_—$$$—$— $$$ $e A OP Mandar! 
"Iam largely indebted to Dr. George A. Gordon, ("The Christ of Today ) 
_ for the underlying thought here. 
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bodies, in the time of birth, in temperament, in ability, and in char- 
Boter. On the other hand, there are elements in human nature which 

_ are common to all. Our bodies are essentially the same. They have 
"certain needs and certain limitations. We are all subject to common 
laws of mental and moral development. These and other identities are 
' admitted. But what an uninteresting world it would be were there noth- 
. ing but identity. It is the difference between people that puts the 
B onarn into existence, that makes room for individuality, and for ori- 
ginal self-expression. Therefore we ought not to be surprised at or 

; unwilling to admit the real difference between Jesus Christ and our- 
F selves, because the principle of difference is a fundamental law of 
existence. 

The question now is, What is the real difference between the son- 


: ship of Jesus Christ and that of humanity? The problem will be solved 


perhaps, if we recall at this point the discussion on the meaning of 
sonship. Taking the five points which were mentioned, and applying 
them to Jesus Christ, it will be readily seen wherein he is one with 
and wherein he transcends the race. 

Like all human spirits, Jesus is the creative work of the Father. 
Like all men, God created Jesus in the image of Himself, possessing 
a moral nature. Like other men Jesus was dependent upon the Father 


for both physical and spiritual strength. Like other men, the re- 


lation of Jesus to the Father was personal. Like humanity, Jesus was 


z subject to the moral law, In all these respects, Jesus is truly one 


But now for the differences. If all men are dependent upon God, 


7 ‘ ‘ 
7 a 
~ - 7 7 - - ‘ 
Pt uy - 7 7 "a A 7 
5 . » aad ‘4 4 << oa 
7 oy i i. p *v. 
; CPS Tew? sfg.ci gel 


* 4 : ¢ e 
' yi? eg ve } ’ P’ 
- ‘ ai ' 
* « 
7 ~ 
Pie ‘ 
. > - 
. ur in % . - ’ . ~ 
. A ae 
- ® g 
‘ 4 
a 
a P : . stag 5 
' 
e 
5 
9 a 
« 
e/ “ 
f 
+ Be - 21 » 
‘ 5 - 
bad * 
, « 
- ‘ . 
2 j 
e34r7 ®& - ay “ 
‘ 7 a " ‘a A) ; 
‘ , ia teey .] » ‘io ‘ 
. | & f] « 
‘ ¢ os e “ou 
‘ oil vy * A’ e 
» tan 
) . YT + ¢ ‘ 
é “ & S'iv od SJ yr 7 « 
* 
. 
t od 0 i o® © i 4 »% > os 
5$4a9 ot? &f 
al A ak O12 50) win 89 
> 
o )@ 


 =45~ 


far more than any other was Jésus. More even than food and drink was 


the presence of God to him. His spirit fed upon it. He could not 
exist without a constant sense of God's nearness to him. Never was 
there a man whose dealing with God was so personal and intimate as 
that of Jesus. Daily and nightly he lived in the atmosphere of pray- 
er, that he might receive the spiritual strength upon which he felt 
his life to depend. This keen consciousness of Jesus of his dependence 
upon God, and of the personal nearness of God to him, constitutes a 
real difference between him and the race. In fact, it is only through 
him that humanity has been able to draw near to the Father. It is he 
who taught us to pray, “Our Father.” 

Moreover, though we are all subject to the moral law, it is only 
Jesus who has perfectly obeyed it. It is due to his obedience that we 


are able clearly to see the law. Jesus, by his unbending adherence 


to the law of love, has become the world's great moral ideal and ex= 


ample. We can conceive of no greater law, no grander ethic than that 
which is incarnate in him. The world may endure for millenia, but it 
will never evolve beyond his moral ideal, The law of love is the heart 
of existence. It extends from the center to the circumference of the 
universe, and endures from eternity to eternity. It is true, therefore 
that all progress is in the spirit of Jesus. Here, then, is the fun- 
damental difference between Jesus Christ and humanity, namely, that he, 
with clear moral vision and unique moral force, obeyed to perfection 
the law of love, becoming himself the moral ideal; while the best of 
the Nee men with faltering steps and blurred vision follow the 


ideal which he established. 


 =46- 
Many stumble over the doctrine of Jesus' sinlessness. "How 
can he be human ana be without sin," they ask, The passage in Mark 


(10:18) in which Jesus says, "Why callest me good? None is good save 


: one, even God," is often quoted as proof that Jesus denied his moral 
perfection. Others try to find in the records weaknesses in his con- 
duct, such as his flaying with cutting words the Scribes and Pherisees, 
and his display of temper when he overturned the tables of the money- 
changers in the temple. Still others argue that the weaknesses of 

- Jesus were intentionally excluded from the accounts and that only the 
the virtuous side of his character was recorded, 

The answer to the difficulty is suggested in the narrative of 
which the verse quoted above is a part. A young man, a aan of moral- 
ity according to the standards of his day, recognized Jesus as one 
superior to himself and addressed him, "Good Teacher," Jesus, in re- 
ply recognized God as the Source and Center of all goodness, and said 
to the young man, "None is good save one, even God." In other words, 
goodness is relative. As compared with humanity Jesus is relatively 
perfect. His perfection eclipses the moral achievement of other men. 
So comprehensive are his ethics that after two thousand years the world 
is just beginning to see some of the possibilities of a society based 

on them. As compared with God, however, the goodness of Jesus is as a 
drop of water to the ocean, It is like the goodness of God and filly 
represents Him. It is one in kind with His goodness. Yet it pro- 
ceeds from God who is the Source of all goodness. Jesus did not deny 

his own moral goodness, but merely recognized God as the Source and 


Sustainer of the moral order. 
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There is nothing in the gospel narratives which can be argued force- 
fully against the superb character of Jesus. There is a place for anger 
in the character of a righteous man, and a fair interpretation of the 
narratives will in every case vindicate the conduct of Jesus. 

It is possible, perhaps, that the writers of the gospels failed to 
record the dark side of the nature of Jesus. This can be neither proved 
nor disproved. It seems highly improbable, however. These biographies 
of Jesus bear the marks of an honest attempt to present the life of Jesus 
as it was. They are simple and straightforward. The writers are even 
honest enough to record their own petty faults, which they would be very 
unlikely to do unless they were attempting to tell the whole truth. 

It is unnecessary to maintain that Jesus never made a mistake, that 
he never had to be corrected by his parents for things he did. Such a 
Jesus seule be scarcely human. It must be remembered that perfection is 
Selative: The conduct of a child cannot be judged by the standards of 


the adult. Therefore, it can only be said that at every stage of his 


life development, Jesus was perfect. He was all that could be expected 


of him and more. 

A further evidence of the moral supremacy of Jesus is the endless 
stream of moral transformations that has flowed from his life. The 
source must be an adequate explanation of that which proceeds from it. 
An undying impetus for moral uplift cannot proceed froma life less than 
morally perfect. 


Jesus, therefore, surpasses other men by virtue of his oneness of 


moral purpose with God. In fact he is so much like God that as we look 


. at him, the lines of separation become indistinct and fade away, and we 
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bow our heads as before very God. He is like a clear plate glass window 
j through which one looks out upon a mountain clad in eternal snows. So 
men look to Jesus and see through the medium of his life the Eternal 

| Father. 

Lastly, may there not be a difference between Jesus and humanity 
with respect to original spiritual endowment?! Though humanity as a 
whole as well as Jesus owes its existence to the creative love of the 
Father, may it not be that God bestowed upon him unique capacities and 
potentialities in the moral realm, that he might play a special part 
in revelation and in the redemption of the world? Ail men do not have 
the same abilities. Some are superior in philosophy, some in art, and 
some in science. May it not be supposed that Jesus is the supreme 
prophet of God, the great reflector of God among men? 

Thought of in this way, the uniqueness of Jesus as the son of Cod 
is not at all disconcerting. He is a special son of God because he 
stands closest to the heart of God and of the universe, for he has per- 
fectly conformed his iife to the moral law of love. in this sense Jesus 
is the "firstborn among many sons." He was the first, and uniquely so, 
to realize fully the possibilities of a lute of love. As others follow 
Jesus in the way of love, they too, enter more completely into the joys 
of sonship, but go as far as they may, they can never surpass or equal 


the love of God as it appears in Christ Jesus. 


The Etermal Christ. 


The argument of the thesis up to this point has dealt chiefly with 
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_ the human side of the nature of Jesus. It has been admitted that Jesus 

was subject to the laws of human growth in all respects. It has been 

_ shown that he was a man of extraordinary character and power. Few peo- 
ple will deny that fact. If they cannot accept his marvelous works, they 
will at least agree that in his moral purity and strength he was unique. 
As has also been said, Jesus, like other men, was a son of God and there- 
fore divine; but due to his moral perfection, the degree of his divinity 
surpassed that of other men and he came very near to God in this respect 
The question to be considered at this point is the nature of this rela- 
tionship between Jesus and God. Is Jesus Christ to be identified with 
God, and if so in what sense? Is it sufficient to say that Jesus is 
divine - so leaving him in the order of humanity - or is he to be merged 
in our thought with deity? If Jesus Christ is God, and the Father of 
Jesus is God, how can one still maintain that there is but one Cod? Can 
there be two distinct personalities in the one God? If not - then in 
what sense can it be said that Jesus and God are one person? 

These questions have always puzzled men. The very disciples of 
ans’ those who walked with him daily from place to place, failed to 
understand him. Some of them indeed thought he was the Messiah, or 

the Christ, but they did not realize what manner of Christ he was. From 
these early days until the present the same sorv of confusion has 
existed in our minds as to whether Jesus Christ is man or God: 

Now, this very perplexity over the nature of Jesus is, in itself, 

evidence of his super-human divinity. Here was a man whose personal- 
ity was so powerful and so God-like that the world has not yet decided 


whether he was man or God! Does it not seem probable that there is 
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something in the nature of Jesus that gives rise to this perplexity - 
some mark of essential deity which, fusing with his humanity, is con- 
fusing to our limited perception? 

However little weight may be attached to this argument, the 
fact remains that very early men began to distinguish between the 
human and divine elements in the nature of Jesus. On the one hand 
they spoke of the historic Jesus, and on the other, of the Eternal 
Christ. The historic Jesus has already been discussed. It is now the 
appropriate place to inquire what was meant by the Eternal Christ, and 
in what ways this conception is still of value to our own day. 

The chief exponents of the doctrine of the Eternal Christ in the 
New Testament are Paul and the writer of the Fourth Gospel. Paul's 
doctrine of the pre-existent Christ is best set forth in the first 
chapter of Colossians. Parallel with it is the prologue to the Fourth 
Gospel. The letter to the Colossians (c. 60 A. D.) is much earlier 
than the Johannine gospel (100 - 150 A. D.) but the Christ of Paul so 
closely resembles the Logos of John that the latter certainly must 
have been influenced strongly by the former. 

Perhaps the chief characteristics belonging to each of these 
conceptions may best be compared by arranging them in parallel columns 
(suplementing the passages in Colpssians with one or two references 


to other Pauline epistles) as follows: 
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Paul 
; 


1. Name 
Christ 
Son of his love 


2. Pre-existence 
First born of all 
creation. 


3. Relation to Father 
Who is the image of the in- 
visible God. 
Who is . the firstborn 
{of God) of all creation 


4. Personal 
Who is the image of the 
invisible God 


5. Work 
In him were all things 
created in the heavens 
and upon earth. 
In whom we have our re- 
demption. 


Also he is the head of the 
body, the church. 


; 
6. Mediator 
God was in Christ reconcil-' 
ing the world unto himself. 


7. Incarnation 
God sent forth his Son, 
born of a woman. 


8. Resurrection 
The firstborn from the 
dead 


Ref 


Lael 
1:18 
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Fourth Gospel 
1. Name 
Logos = Word 
Only begotten Son (of God) 


2. Pre-existence 
In the beginning was the 
Logos. 


3. Relation to Father 
The Logos was divine 
(or God) 
And the Logos was with God 
(in the beginning) 


4, Personal 
All things were made thru 
him. 


5. Work 
All things were made thru 
him and without him was not 
anything made that was made. 
For God sent not his Son 
into the world to judge the 
world but that the world 
should be saved thru him. 
But as many as received him 
to them he gave the right to 
become children of God. 


6. Mediator 
No one cometh unto the Father 
but by me. 

7. Incarnation 


And the Logos became flesh. 


8. Resurrection 


16:28 I am come into the world: 


again I leave the world and 
go unto the ¥ather 


‘2 a SS. 
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Additional inquiry into the origin of the New Testament doctrine 


of Christ leads back into the Hellenistic environment of early Christ- 


-ianity. ‘The name of Philo, an Alexandrian Jew (born 20B.C.), is per- 


haps, most important in this connection. It is his doctrine of the 
Logos that most nearly anticipates the Logos of John and the Christ 
of Paul. It is not necessary to suppose that Paul actually read the 
works of Philo, but it undoubtedly is true that Paul was familiar with 
his philosophy as it was then circulating in the Hellenistic world. 
Philo's Logos differs from that of the New Testament mainly in 
that it is an abstract, impersonal, philosophical concept, while the 
New Testament Logos is personal in charaeter= or at least semi-personal. 
That which gave rise to Philo's conception of the Logos was more 
than anything else, perhaps, his conception of God. Being a Jew, his 


God was transcendent. Being also strongly influenced by Greek culture, 


he accepted the Hellenistic dualism between matter and spirit. Uniting 


these two streams of thought, there came the conception of a God abso- 
lutely transcendent, with no contact whatsoever with the material uni- 
verse. Matter was of independent origin, and inherently evil. Philo 
simply took the term, Logos, which was originally used by Heracleitus 
and the Stoics, and constructed out of it a philosophical bridge to span 
the gap between his unrelated God and the material universe. 


The construction of this bridge required the transportation of 


_ stones from many quarters. So from Heracleitus Philo borrowed the idea 


of the dividing Logos, namely, a principle that was supposed to have 
been instrumental in creation through the combination of contrasting 


characteristics, such as light and darkness. from the Stoics he took 
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the idea of the intelligent, world-pervading, world-creative Logos. 


From Plato he borrowed the concept of archetypal ideas. The Logos of 
Philo was "the Heavenly Man} “the Image of God," "the Taxiarch," “the 
Only begotten Son." The Logos was, as it were, the original plan of 
the universe existing before all creation. Still other elements Philo 
incorporated into his Logos from the Jewish writings, elements which 
were generally connected with the term, "memra" (translated Logos, or 
Word). In the Hebrew scriptures and in the traditional writings, the 
ieee is variously represented as having creative power, power to act 
as a person, and sometimes it is even spoken of as possessing moral 
attributes. 

When all of these elements are put together into a single tern, 


Logos, the result is s fairly efficient philosophical mediator between 


God and the material world. 


The Logos of Philo is practically the Logos of the New Testament 
depersonalized. How then did it happen that this impersonal Greek 
Logos became identified with the personal Logos of John and the Christ 
of Paul; with the Christ of the Christian experience? 

Let us endeavor to answer this question from the étahdpoint of 
Paul's experience, taking him, hypothetically at least, as the first to 
make the connection between the Logos and the Christ - for he was cer- 
tainly the first New Testament writer to do so. ‘There are three ele- 
ments in his experience which may well have led to the formation of the 
Logos - Christos concept, the doctrine v1 the Eternal Garis: 

First to be mentioned is the belief then current among the Jewish 


Christians that Jesus was the Messiah. According to the Apocalyptic 
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literature, the Messiah, the Christ, or the Son of Man, as he was 
“sometimes called, was a glorious, all-powerful, pre-existent per= 
son who, when he came would exercise his redemptive power by putting 
down the enemies of the Jews. Paul was certainly familiar with this 
Jewish ideal. 

Secondly, Paul himself had a marvelous experience with the risen 
lord, an experience that literally inverted his whole world and 

4 made of him an entirely different man. He found himself no longer a 

q scoffer at the Master of the Christians, but a follower of this Mas- 
ter. Perhaps it then began to dawn upon him that this risen Lord 
whom he had experienced was after all the Messiah, or the Christ. 
Thirdly, Pauli must sooner or later have become famiiilar with the 
$toic philosophy of the Logos. If so, this was all thal was necessary 
to complete the circuit. There was a union of ideas in the inteliect 
vor Paul, in which the Jewish liessiah and the Stoic Logos combined 
with Paul's own warm personai experience. The result was a stable cone 
pound, the personal Eternal Christ. 

Keeping in mind the prime cause whica gav~ rise to the doctrine 

; of the Logos, namely, the conception of a transcendent God who could 
only come into contact with, and control the material universe through 
the agency of a mediator, and in view of the fact that the original 

_ condition no longer exists, has the doctrine of the Eternal Christ 

or Logos, lost its meaning for our day? Modern thought may still main- 
tain a belief in the dualism of matter and spirit, but the conception 
; of the inherent evil of matter is gone. It does not detract from the 


dignity of the Father to come into contact with matter. No longer is 


ad 


R55- 

@ go-between necessary to relate God to His world. ‘This is to say that 

not only is God thought of as transcendent, but as immanent. His 
Spirit "moves upon the face of the waters," and not a Sparrow falls 
without the Heavenly Father." This being the conviction of many think- 
ers today, the idea of an intelligent, creative, directive force a- 

part from God seems to be without ground. Furthermore, the man of to- 
day finds it difficult to think of the Logos as an eternal personal 

 being( personal in the technical sense, namely, a separate center of 
consciousness and creative activity.). To separate the persons of 
Christ and God, as Paul and John seem to do, looks to the man of to- 
day like duo-theism. Dut duo-theism and monotheism are mutually ex- 
clusive. 

The way out of the difficulty, it seems, is to hold to the belief 
that there is but one God and Father of us all, and then to set forth 
what we know of the nature of the Father in such a way as to secure 
harmony between the conflicting ideas. If it can be shown that within 

the nature of God, which is personal, there is a set of attributes 
which has hitherto been connected with the more or less separate per- 
son of the Eternal Christ- then the position of monotheism remuins 
unshaken, and perhaps also the concept of the Eternal Christ may be 
saved as a valuable descriptive term in our thought about God. 

"Eye has not seen" nor the mind comprehended the Father. Says 
the fourth evangelist, "No man hath seen God at any time," that is, 

in His entirety. In another connection the same writer says, "He that 
hath seen me (Jesus) hath seen the Father." Our knowledge of Him, then 


is partial, due to our limited capacity to comprehend Him. Therefore 
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in our thought of God, one great distinction must be made (not nec- 
essarily in His nature, but in our thought of Him). We must differ- 
entiate that which we know of Him from that vaster ocean of His being 
of which we know nothing and can assert nothing= except in specula- 
tion. There is on the one hand the known God, the immanent God, the 
God of experience; and on the other, the transcendent God, the un- 
known God, the Absolute. 

The Logos, or Eternal Christ, is conceived to be simply God the 
Father as He reveals himself in creative activity. The Logos is the 
Father as man sees Him reflected in the universe. As God's creative 
energy is expressed in an intelligent ordered world, in which love is 
the chief law, therein God sees himself objectified, while man is perm 
mitted to see thereby in the very nature of things something of God. 
As the violinist projects himself objectively into the music he is 
playing, in the same way God projects himself into the universe. 
Whenever the creative intelligence of God meets the created intelli- 
gence of man, revelation is the result. That portion isthe nature of 
God which is revealed is the Logos. 

According to this conception, the Logos is indeed the Eternal Uni- 
versal Christ. . The Christ pervades all nature. Consider the marvel- 
ous organization and beauty of growing things. No one can look at a 


simple wild flower under a lense without seeing something suggesting 


the Logos. Consider the dazzling majesty of a sunrise, the clouds 


touched with scarlet, followed by the shimmering silvery darts of the 
full-orbed sun! Who can look upon the beauty in the natural world 


and fail to see there the Eternal Christ? 


j 
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The history of man is replete with evidences of the Eternal 
Christ. As the writer of the book of Hebrews says, "God of olden 
times spoke unto the fathers in the prophets." If this meaning of 
the Eternal Christ be accepted, then truly the hymns of the Psalmist, 
the proclamations of Moses, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the other prophets 
are the work of the Eternal Christ- in so far as they are unmixed with 
human error. Nor is the work of Christ confined to the prophets of the 
Hebrew people. It is the same Christ, or God-manifest, who speaks to 
men through the persons of Confucius, Zoroaster, Gautama Buddha, and 
all other spokesmen of righteousness. Wherever there is anything of 
eternal value, if man sees it he beholds the Eternal Christ. Truth, 
righteousness, beauty, power, these are forms in which the Univer- 
sal Christ appears to men. 

Nor is it merely in religious truth that God expresses himself 
in the world. There are prophets of science as well as of morality. 
It took a prophet like Darwin to declare to the world the wonderful 
intricacy of the plan of God in evolution. It took the prophet New- 
ton to speak with courage the word of God concerning the law of grav- 
ity. It took the prophet Pasteur to speak the word of God as he saw 
it written in living germs under the microscope. 

When we have wandered in our thoughts through the universe in the 
world of nature and of history, and have identified the revelation 
of God in every age with the Eternal Christ, we come back to the 
revelation of God in Jesus Christ with new appreciation. "The Word 
became flesh and dwelt among us," writes John. What does it mean? 


Surely it does not mean that Jesus Christ is the first and only in- 
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carnation of the Logos. The Christ is always incarnate. One can see 
& partial expression of the Christ if he looks deeply into the soft 
brown eyes of a dog, or into the corolla of a flower. When the song 
of a mocking bird bursts upon the air of a moonlit night, there is the 
Christ. The Logos is always incarnate in nature and in man. "He is 
the light which lighteth every man that cometh into the world." 

The tremendous significance of the incarnation in Jesus Christ 


lies in the completeness of it. Whereas at all times and in many 


piaces men have caught glimpses of God, it has been as though through 


a mist, but as we behold Him through the medium of Jesus Christ, He 
is seen by us in His glory like a snowy peak unconcealed by clouds. 
It may still be that we do not see ali of God in Jesus, but we 
see more of Him there than in any other way. Once more take the 
analogy of the snow-clad peak. As one looks at it on a clear day, he 
can see but one side of it, but from this one side he can learn the 
essential facts about the whole peak. He can estimate its height, 
the depths of its canyons, its relation to the range of which it is 
a part, and to the valley which it overlooks; and the formation of its 
rocks. Even so, as the world looks toward God, although it cannot 
see Him in His infinity, it can see more of Him through the clear 
medium of Jesus than in any other way. Moreover, we learn through 


Jesus the essential nature of God. It may be that in some future 


time another incarnation may turn our attention to other sides of 


God's nature, but we can conceive of no revelation that is grander, 
none that is more essential, nor in any way contradictory to that in 


Jesus Christ. 
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Through him we learn thet God is Person in the most complete 
‘Sense. He is the Father of all creation, and a God who is concerned 
with the world He has made so much that He is always in it. He knows 
every detail of its operation, even to the fall of a tiny bird, and 
to the least need of one of His children. He is a God of love. He 
is a God of righteousness, and love with righteousness penetrates to 
the heart of the universe. 

All of these attributes of God appear to us unshadowed in the 
person of Jesus. The revelation of God in him is the epitome of all 
past, and so far as we can see, all future revelation. All things 
are summarized in him. Starting, therefore, from the Eternal Christ 
in Jesus we may go out once more into the universe of nature and of 
man, to find that the true interpretation of all things is in him. 
Take Christ out of nature and what is there left? There would be 
a natural order “red in tooth and claw," an endless, purposeless 
mechanism of moving, struggling, contending forms. Place the Eter- 
‘nal Christ at the center of the universe and what is the result? 
Nature at once takes on meaning. It is seen to be the expression of 
intelligence, of beauty, and of Life. It at once seems animate with 
the purpose and love of the Father. Nature is not “red in tooth and 
claw," but an evolving creation of the Father, every form of which is 
endeavoring to express itself according to the law of love which is 
the central force in the universe. 

Take Christ out of human history and what is left? In the words 
of Dr. George A. Gordon, "To abstract Christ from our civilization 


would be to take the sun out of the heavens and the soul out of the 
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body. The secret moulding energy of our entire civilization is 
Christ. Christ is the creator of our human world. The worth of the 
individual, the reality of social union, the sanctity of home, the 
infinite meaning of love, the eternal validity of our ideas of right- 
eousness, freedom and God, all the ultimate values of our human world, 
are the creation of a ae These words express the importance 
and the power of the incarnation of the Eternal Christ in Jesus. 

That the supreme incarnation of the Logos should come through 
union with a man is extremely significant, for it indicates that the 
God of the universe is personal, and that the highest value in the 
universe is personality. If God were not himself Person, He could 
not be expressed adequately by person; nor if the highest value in 
the world were impersonal would He make His most complete revelation 
through the agency of a person. In short, personality is the best 
medium for the revelation of personality. 

If God is a personal being, He is also a moral being. Moral 

perfection is the chief attribute of God. Intelligence and power are 
not enough to ascribe to Him. He must be good, if our judgment of 
values is correct. It follows, therefore, that the supreme. manifest- 
ation of God must be in terms of morality. If these premises are 
sound, the conclusion is that God, a Perfect Personality, can make 
His completest revelation only through a finite person who is in per- 
fect harmony with the moral nature of God. Jesus Christ, the moral 


ideal of the world, in this very fact became the channel for the ex- 


ba. Gordon, Dr. George A., The Christ of Today, p. 31 ff. 
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pression of God's will to the world. So "the Logos," essentially 
moral at all times, "became flesh and dwelt among us." 

This conception of the incarnation makes clear what manner of 
union took place between God and Jesus. There no longer need be con- 
troversies over the divine and human natures in Jesus, whether he was 
of one substance with the Father or two separate souls in the same 
body. God is not conceived to be substance. Person is not substance. 
It was perfectly possible for Jesus to be altogether human and at the 
same time by his moral integrity to be a perfect medium for the revel- 
ation of the divine nature. In so far as he identified his will with 
the moral purpose of God, he may be said to be one with God, and there- 
fore divine. 

It is also true that the incarnation of the Logos in Jesus was not 
a matter which took place in a moment, presumably at his birth, It 
must have been a progressive incarnation requiring the whole span of 


his life to become complete. Moral perfection implies growth. It was 


only as Jesus grew and achieved character that his union with the Fa- 


ther gradually came about. 

The doctrine of the Trinity should naturaliy receive consicera- 
tion in connection with the treatment of the Eternal Christ, but there 
is not space to do so in any detailed way in this paper. A few re- 
marks should be made concerning it, however. 

The conception of the Trinity was the culmination of the meta- 
physical doctrine of the nature of God, in the development of which 


the doctrine of the Eternal Christ was the second stage. The glori- 


fication of Jesus by the early Christians to a position comparable to 


- 
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that of God himself led to a practical duality in the Godhead. Paul 

expressed his conception of the nature of Jesus in terms of the pre- 

existent Eternal Christ. In the New Testament also is found the ex- 
pression which later became known as the third person of the Trinity, 
the Holy Spirit. So the New Testament speaks of God as Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, each of whom exercises certain functions of divinity. 

The Christians of the early centuries were forced to account for 
the apparent inconsistency in their doctrine of God because they in- 
sisted that their faith was monotheistic, but at the seme time clung 
to their belief in the divine nature of Jesus and in the indwelling 
power of the Holy Spirit. It was their attempt to include three names 
for God in the Godhead that resulted in the doctrine of the triune God; 
one God with three manifestations, or hypostases- not three persons as 
we think of the term today. 

The doctrine of the Trinity is supported in a number of ways. 

It is sometimes said that the Old Testament manifestation of God re- 
presents the Father, the first person of the Trinity. The incarnate 
“God, Jesus Christ, is the Son, the second person. The Holy Spirit 

is the third person. It is He who is immanent in the hearts of men 

today, working for their reconciliation to the Father. This defense 

of the Trinity seems too artificial to be accepted, however. There 

is no essential reason for a metaphysical distinction here. What 

can be the difference between the work of the Father in the Qld Test- 

ament and the work of the Spirit in the days after Christ? Is it not 

the same Father who pleads with men at all times? 


Trinitarians turn often to the nature of man for the support of 
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their doctrine. It is said that there are three phases of man's life, 
intellect, will and affection. As with man, so with God. There is 

God the Father, who is mind. There is God the Son, who is will. There 
is God the Spirit, the principle of love. Again, it is argued, there 
is in man the knower, the known, and the one who is conscious of the 
knower and the known. So with the Godhead, the Father is the subjec- 
tive being, the Knower; the Son is the objective God, the one Known; 
and the Spirit is the witness to the truth of the other two. 

There are two objections to the former analogy. In the first 
place it cannot be argued with force that because there are three 
main divisions in the consciousness of man there must therefore be 
three in the nature of God. Of course, we must to a certain extent be 
anthropomorphic in our thought of God but our logic must not depend too 
much on anthropomorphisms. It should also be added that no one of 
these three phases of the conscious life may in any way be separated 
from the others. In every phase of consciousness the whole man acts, 
thinks, and feels. If the analogy is to be used at all it must be re- 
‘membered that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit cannot work separately as it 
is sometimes argued. 

Concerning the second analogy it seems exceedingly doubtful that 
such a distinction exists in human consciousness. The writer is able 
to distinguish in his nature the subjective and objective selves, but 
when he tries to imagine a third self which stands off and views both 
the subject and object, he gets nothing but a mental blank. Two dis- 
tinctions in the self seem to be all that really exist and they are 


_ sufficient. 
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The most satisfactory argument in support of the Trinity is the 
philosophical statement that the Absolute God is the Father; the 
| gelf-revealing God, the Son; and the third person - the one who im- 
parts himself through Christian experience - is the Holy spirae. 

But even this argument, or analogy, seems inadequate. It seems 
as though the latter two persons of the Trinity might be combined into 
one. This would leave two aspects to the divine nature, God the Fa- 
ther, the Absolute, the subjective, the Knower, and the unrevealed; 
and God the Son, the objective, the Known, the revealed, and the im- 
manent. 

This is precisely the position which this paper takes. We have 
seid that Jesus Christ is the incarnation of the Logos, and that the 
Logos, or Eternal Christ, is that portion of God which is revealed to 
man in history or nature. It is reasonable to distinguish in the be- 
ing of God the Knower and the Known, the Lover and the Loved, the 
transcendent and the immanent, the unrevealed and the revealed. To 
this dual distinction we can honestly assent but we cannot with our 
present understanding find any real helpfulness in the conception of 
the Trinity. (Some hold that the essence of the trinitarian doctrine 
is in the dual distinction that has just been made. The third per- 
son of the Trinity is simply the unifying agency which relates God 
the Father to the objective God, the Son. Since we certainly agree 
that the subjective and objective aspects of God are related, we have 


no quarrel with those who hold the doctrine of the Trinity in this 


_— 


1. Gordon, Dr. George A., The Christ of Today, p. 156 
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Sense. It is after all largely a matter of one's thought modes and 
interpretation, rather than of fundamental difference in principle.) 
Summarizing the position taken with respect to the Eternal Christ, 
the following main points will be recalled: 
1. The conception of the Eternal Christ or Logos, is the result 
of a Pauline application of Philo's Logos to the risen Christ. 
2. There is one God only. As men think of Him there arises 
the distinction between God revealed and God unrevealed. The former 
is conceived to be the Eternal Christ. 
3. The highest incarnation of the Eternal Christ is Jesus Christ. 
4. Jesus Christ is the epitome of revelxtion, and in him is 
seen the Reality behind nature and history. 
5. God is personal and moral, and the Logos is therefore the same. 
Hence the incarnation of the Logos can come to its highest expression 
only in a superior moral person. That person is Jesus Christ. 
6. The union of Jesus with God is a moral union, a union of 
wiil and purpose. 
7. The incarnation was progressive. 
8. The trinitarian concept of God seems inadequate to us, and 


rather « dual division in the nature of God is suggested. 


The Divine Mission of Jesus Christ. 
The consideration of the divinity of Jesus Christ would be in- 
complete without devoting at least a short section to his ministry 


in the world; for, if Jesus is more closely related to God than are 
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other men, the real proof of it is in his resulting activity among 
men. One may theorize indefinitely about the place of Jesus Christ 
in the Godhead, but if the evidence of his importance to the world 
does not verify metaphysics, all argument is futile. Therefore in 
this last section we shall consider two aspects of Christ's work. 
They are his teaching ministry and his work of redemption. 

The Teacher. 

When those who gathered around the Master in the fields of 
Galilee called him "Good Teacher," they were right indeed, for the 
world does not possess another teacher so great as he. All the ele- 
ments that enter into the making of an ideal teacher are perfectly 
blended in him. Jesus was not trained in the way teachers of his own 
day were’ trained- and of course he knew nothing of the complex train- 
ing of the present day. Yet the best teachers of our day can do noti 
ing so wise as to sit at his feet and leurn the art of their pro- 
fession. | 

Teachers are born rather than made. Jesus was a born genius in 
the art of teaching. The first evidence of his ability in this line 
is his personality. He was magnetic. The great multitude that fol- 
lowed him day after day is ample proof that he wes a charmer of men. 
There must have been a graciousness about him that drew men to him. 
Jesus must surely have had marvelous eyes. How they must have spark- 

led and laughed with the children! What pity they must have expressed 
for the sick and sinful men who came to him! How they must have 
flashed as his anger kindled against hypocricy and sin} With what 


intelligence they must have shone and with what love, as he taught 


allied 
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the people}' And not only his eyes must have won men, but his whole 
being. He must have had a smile that drove away tears; hands that 
knew honest toil as well as the gentleness necessary to handle and 
bless babies; and a bodily carriage that spoke louder than words of 
confidence, self-control, and boundless strength. These things were 
bound to win for him the admiration and respect of men. 

Jesus possessed also the mental acuteness that a good teacher 
must have. He always had an answer for those who asked him questions. 
For those who came to him in earnest, seeking help on some problem of 
life, he had only the greatest sympathy and a solution for the troub- 
lesome problem. A perplexed young man came to him and asked, "What 
shall I do to inherit eternal life?" Jesus saw his sincerity and 
loved him, and said, "Go sell all you have and give to the poor, and 
follow me." This was the solution of his problem. 

But let anyone come to him with foolish or clever catch ques- 


tions, asked not with the purpose of gaining help, but to confound 


-the teacher, and it was the worse for that man. Jesus was never 


trapped by the dilemmas of his enemies. His quick wit always per- 
ceived the spirit behind the question and delivered him from the evil 
purposes of those opposed to him. He answered their questions with 
such skill that they were astounded, After a time "no man dared ask 
him any more questions." 

Besides possessing personal qualities that caused him to excel 


as a teacher, he had the further qualification that he thoroughly 


knew and loved beyond measure those he sought to teach. He was a 


master in the knowledge of human nature. He understood child life, 
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and that child life is the hope of the world. He loved young men and 
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young women and understood their problems. He could read the lines 


of character on the faces of those he met, and with unfailing unsur- 


passed accuracy was able to diagnose the various diseases of the spir- 
it,so that those who followed his advice never failed to recover. 

The teaching method of Jesus was much superior to that of our 
day in many respects. Many of the modern teachers deliver lectures 
or teach subjects. Jesys was so little concerned with his words that 
he never wrote them down, but he was greatly concerned about human 
spirits. The souls of men bore the marks of his creative power. The 
Twelve and hundreds of others who came into contact with his master- 
ful touch were changed forever. This was the main concern of Jesus. 

We like to mass our students together in great schools and con- 
sequently our treatment is largely impersonal. Our tendency is to 
put all through the same process of education and turn out a stand- 
ard product which we call "educated men and women." The method of 
Jesus was just the opposite. He sought to gain a personel contact 
with people. He treated each individual according to his needs and 
according to the laws of his individual life. 

Jesus is still unsurpassed as a story-teller. He recognized that 
in speaking to simple men and women as well us to children, the most 


effective way was to use pictorial language. If he had phrased his 


thought in the abstract terminology of ethics he would have been 


misunderstood or not heeded. But clothing his ethical ideals as he 


did in the simple beautiful language of stories, such as "The Prodi- 


gal Son," and "The Good Samaritan," he captured the attention and the 
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will of men. His stories were full of action They aroused people to 
“20 and do likewise." 

The greatness of Jesus as a teacher can in a large way be meas- 
ured by the importance of the things he taught, and by the changes 
which have resulted from the practice of his teachings. It need mere- 
ly be mentioned that his teachings about God, about the worth of man, 
about brotherly life, and about every other question of the spiritual 
life, are the noblest the world has seen. Our ambition to achieve the 
best is still the desire to reach the ideals embodied in his words. 

Lastly, it may be mentioned as a concluding argument to establish 
the supremacy of Jesus as a teacher, that he was absolutely consistent 
with his own ethics. If he taught brotherhood, he practiced it. If he 
taught love, he demonstrated it by actually loving others. If he con- 
demned hypocricy, he was himself open and sincere. For this reason he 
was able to inspire men to be their best selves. When the short chapter 
of his life was written, the world had seen engraved in a human life 
the perfect moral ideal. 

All teaching is divine, if it be legitimate teaching. That teach- 
ing, however, that builds up moral fibre is the divinest of all; for 
personality is based on morality, and the development of personality is 
the chief end toward which every teacher should strive. That teacher 
who surpasses all others in developing personality can, therefore, 
rightly be called the divinest of men. That teacher is Jesus Christ. 
It is through him and in him that God most perfectly teaches the world 


about Himself and about the moral law which underlies all things. 
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The World's Redeemer. 


Although the consciousness of sin is, perhaps, less strong in our 
generation than it was in the day of our fathers, the fact of sin re- 
mains. Selfishness in many garments is rampant among us, both in 
individual and in national life. Selfishness means separation from 
God, whether we are conscious of it or not. Separation from God makes 
necessary a means of reconciliation to God. The day has not come when 
redemption is no longer needed. If there is need of redemption, there 
is need of a redeemer, some person who is strong enough to shake men 
from the control of selfish and destructive habits. 

Who can qualify for the task of redeeming the world? It must be 
one with undefiled character who can draw generation after generation 
out of its particular sin into a life of holiness. It must be one 
whose capacity for love is without limit, love that seeks to save even 
the lowest and vilest of men. It must be one with inexhaustable moral 
power, and personal magnetism. It must be a person who is himself the 
image of God, one who reflects in his character the life and love of 
the Eternal Father. 

Let there be a procession in our minds of all the great prophets 
of all time, that we may choose which of these seems best fitted to be 
the world's redeemer. The choice is, of course, Jesus. Where is there 
another man of such purity, love, and creative moral power as he? 
Where is there one from whom has flowed a stream of moral purification 
and social improvement such as still flows from him? Therefore, by him 
if by any man, comes redemption into the world. 


But how does Christ reconcile men to God? There have been numer- 
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ous theories of the atonement. It is our purpose to mention a number 


of these which have figured prominently in theology, and lastly to oute 


; line what seems to us to be the most satisfactory theory. 


1. gear pg was the first to set forth the Ransom theory of 
the atonement. According to his theory, humanity was captive to Satan. 
Just as prisoners of war can be freed only by being bought off by ran- 
som, 80 humanity, taken captive by Satan in his war against God, could 
be freed only on one condition, that God should give His only Son as 
@ransom. This God gladly did. In the death of Jesus, humanity was 
freed from the power of Satan and restored once more to God. 

This theory is unsatisfactory for the following reasons: 

a. The concept, Satan, is untenable. 

b. God's moral government of the world is not conditioned by any other 
person or power. 

a. Hereditary guilt is inconceivable. 

d. This theory makes humanity the passive recipient of redemption, which 
is not the case. 

2. The Commercial theory is the mediaeval version of the Ransom 
theory. Anselm of Canterbury was the chief propounder of it. Sin, 
said he, is a violation of the divine honor and majesty. Since sin is 
committed against God who is an infinite Being, it deserves an infinite 
punishment. The majesty of God requires that sin be punished, while 
the love of God pleads that the sinner be spared. The dilemma is 
solved in the person of Jesus Christ. The voluntary suffering of Christ 


ee 


1. I am largely indebted to Dr. Augustus Strong, Systematic Theology, 
Vol.II, p-728ff. for the following outline of theories of the atonement. 
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is equal to the deserved suffering of the elect, and at the same time 
both the divine majesty and love of God are satisfied. 

This theory is rejected because: 

a. Sin is not a violation of the divine honor and majesty. It is a 

violation of the honor of the simmer. 

b. Sin does not deserve an infinite punishment, even if it is against 
an infinite being. The function of punishment is correction, and should 
endure only until restitution is made and the sin given up. 

Ce There are no elect, we believe, so far as God is concerned. Christ 
died for all men. 

d. The death of Christ in itself cannot save men from the penalty of 
Sin. Man must play a part in his own redemption. The Commercial the- 
ory places the whole load upon Christ. 

3. For the conception of the Governmental theory of the atone~ 
ment, Hugo Grotius must be given credit. He said in substance that 
God's moral government of the universe must be maintained in such a 
way that those who are subject to it, wiil both feel the authority of 
it and recognize the penalty of violating it. Men do violate this law. 
God, being a merciful Ruler, however, desires to pardon His guilty sub- 
jects, thus to let them escape the penalty. To pardon them, however, 
without some exhibition of divine authority and hatred of sin, would 
threaten the stability of God's government. Therefore Christ is al- 
lowea to die as a substitute for the sins of men. His suffering is not 
the exact equivalent to human guilt, but it serves as an efficient ex- 
ample of the consequences of sin. Seeing his voluntary suffering, men 


are thereby constrained to obey the moral law. 
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This theory is right in stating that the moral government of the 
world must be maintained rigidly and uniformly. The great objection to 
it, however, is with respect to the substitution of Christ's suffering 


for that of sinners for their own sin. Christ is made an example for 


men, showing by his agony on the cross the horrible penalty for sin. 


According to the governmental theory, this suffering is not the exact 
@quivalent of the penalty for human sin. It is in reality but a shan, 
a device, to arouse the conscience of humanity to obedience to the mor- 
al law. But this does not satisfy the legal requirement. If there is 
violation of the law, there must be a real penalty suffered by someone. 
According to the government theory there is none such, for humanity is 
pardoned and Christ does not suffer a penalty equivalent to human sin. 
So neither humanity nor Christ make sufficient compensation for viola- 
tion of the moral law. Justice is not done. God's government is, af- 
ter all, deficient. 

4. According to the Socinian, or Example Theory sin is altogether 
subjective. There is no hereditary guilt. Man, by his own sin, alien- 
ated himself from God, and the only means of reconciliation is by the 
will of man himself through repentance and reformation. Christ was but 
a noble man. His death as a heroic martyr was his testimony to the 
truth as he saw it. His death has no saving power in it, except in so 


far as it provides for the race a powerful example of loyalty to right- 


-eousness and duty. 


‘The Socinian theory of Atonement is good as far as it goes. It is 
true that there can be no hereditary guilt. It is true that sin is 


subjective, and that the only barrier between God and man is man's own 
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sin. It is true that reconciliation is through moral improvement and 
that Christ's redeeming power is, partly at least, in the noble exam- 
ple he set for human emulation. 

The Socinian position is weak at the following points: 

a. It is said that sin is essentially subjective. There is, neverthe- 
less, such a thing as collective or social sin, which is more or less 
objective. Socinianism makes little provision for sin of this type. 

b. Man, it is said, is the one who needs to be reconciled, and not 
God. Yet, as Socinianism seems to teach, God does not stand off and 
wait for man to seek Him. With infinite patience and love He seeks man. 
c. It is held that reconciliation is alone the result of human deter- 
Mination to reform. But man is not by his will alone able to accom- 
plish reconciliation. 

d. The good example of the life and death of Christ is said to be the 
only sense in which he accomplishes our redemption. But there must be 
in him some additional active, creative, redemptive power by which he 
transforms’ men into the image of himself. 

5. The Moral Influence theory of the atonement was propounded by 
Bushnell. He held that God does not need to be propitiated by the 
death of Christ. The atonement consists in the incarnation of God in 
human flesh and the taking upon himself the suffering and the woes of 


human life. The death of Christ was not the penalty for human sin, 


but merely the expression of the divine love for man. The real mean- 


ing of the death of Christ, then, was the revelation of the divine love. 
In the realization of that love, sinful hearts are softened and led to 


repentance. 
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There is a possible danger in connection with this theory, namely, 
that the love of God be emphasized to the point of forgetting His jus- 
tice, and that His moral government become a matter of sentiment ra- 
ther than of impartial justice. 

This conception of the atonement, however, commends itself in that 
it recognizes the supremacy of mercy over justice. It recognizes love 
as the essential element in righteousness. Moreover, God is conceived 
to suffer with His creatures. He does not redeem them by suffering 
instead of them. He himself helps to bear the penalty of violated laws 
by sharing the suffering which disobedience incurs. So man is not re- 
deemed by Christ, but is aided by the divine power of Christ to redeem 
himself. 

6. Dr. Strong's theory of the atenement is called by him the Ethic- 
al theory. The holines o: God, when violated by the sin of man, demands 
satisfaction by punishment. This is the absolute requirement of law 
and justice. Jesus Christ,.being both God and man, sinless and free 
from hereditary guilt- due to his birth of a virgin- was made respon- 
sible for the redemption of man. But the substitution of the suffering 
of Christ for the sin of wan is an act of grace since it goes beyond the 
requirements of the law. In the death of Christ the love of God was 
manifested. Hence both the love of God and the holiness of God are ex- 
pressed in the atonement. 

Gur objections to Dr, Strong's theory are as follows: 

a. We cannot agree that punishment is merely a satisfaction of God's 
sense of justice. We affirm as Dr. Strong denies, that punishment is 


meted out by God for the purpose of correction, not for the purpose of 
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squaring up accounts. 

b. Dr. Strong's theory is based on the premises of human depravity, 
hereditary guilt, and the virgin birth of Jesus, none of which we ac- 
cept. 

c. We do not agree with Dr. Strong that the suffering of Christ in 
itself delivers men from sin or the guilt of sin. To say this would 
make redemption a work of magic. Moreover, it would not be in the in- 
terests of justice if Jesus bore the sin of the world in such a way 
as to allow the believer to go free. It is enough that God in Christ 
should share our sin and suffering with us, but He cannot bear our 
guilt for us- and we of today do not wish Him to do so. 

Is there a theory of redemption that avoids the foregoing objec- 
tions? Let us examine the theory that may be called Progressive Social 
Redemption. Of the above-mentioned theories it is more closely related 
to the Socinian and Bushnellian views, but it includes also elements 
from other sources, 

In the first place, God is thought of as infinitely righteous and 
infinitely loving. If one of these attributes is to be judged more 
basic than the other, it is the latter, for righteousness is the pro- 
duct of love. God is essentially love. He is conceived to live not 
Bear himself alone, but for others. 

If God is righteous and loving, the creatures who are His must be 
subject to the same moral law. The government of the world is moral, 
that is, it is based upon the law of righteousness. But we have said 
that righteousness is essentially love. The supreme law of the universe 


is therefore the law of love, or the law of altruism. To obey the moral 
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law is to forget self and to live for one's neighbors. It was to those 
who hed lived a life of love that Jesus said, "Come, ye blessed of my 
Father, inherit the Kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of 
the world." The Kingdom of Love is eternal. 

Now, all men have sinned, that is, all men have fallen short of 
perfect obedience to the law of love. Sin is selfishness. Sin is 
individual and social, both subjective and objective. A man may sin 
against his neighbor on his own initiative, or he may join himself to a 
group which sins collectively. 

All sin, however, whether individual or social, invoives others 
in its consequences. No man sins and suffers the consequences of it 
alone. If one commits murder, the effect of it reaches out until the 
remotest part of society feels the bane of it and consciously or uncon- 
sciously suffers. God's justice, therefore, is acministered socially. 
avery man is forced to help bear the penalty of sin. 

Into this social scheme comes Jesus Christ, the one perfect life 
the world can boast. He is our greatest example of noble living, the 
most powerful uplifting influence we know. What has he to do with the 
redemption of the race? 

Paul writes that "God was in Christ reconciling the world unto 
himself." Reconciliation, or redemption, is through Christ. In whet 
way? It is in the fact that Jesus Christ, being perfectly obedient to 
the moral law, perfectly loved his fellow men. Perfectly loving then, 
he was willing and able as no other man to share the burden of sin and 


guilt of the world. The more perfect a character is, the keener is his 


sense of sin; the more responsibility he bears for the welfare of others; 
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and the greater is his capacity to suffer for others.. So Jesus suffers 
more intensely when he beholds the sin of humenity than e lesser man 
could. The presence of sin is as painful to a pure soul as an intense- 
ly bright light is to the eyes. Jesus Christ is therefore the Redeeuer 
of the world in the sense that he suffers for others, though he himself 
is innocent. 

The power of the life, and particularly the death of Jesus lies in 
the tact that we see here not the suffering of a mere man, but of God 
himself agonizing for His children. He is not far off in some trans- 
cendent realm, but immanent in the social order, enduring with men the 
results of their folly. Cxlvary is the divine love unveiled before our 
eyes in the person of Jesus Christ. 

The sacrificial death of Jesus, besides being the testimony of a 
noble man to the truth, is a revelation of the true nature of the 
spiritual order. The only way to enter the spiritual life is by the 
path of self-sacrifice and vicarious suffering. veryone who would save 
his life must himself become a savior and give his life for others. 50 
Jesus inaugurated an order of redeemers. He is the chief of Saviors 
but all those who follow his way share voluntarily and necessarily the 
sufferings of Christ for the sins of the world. It is by the combined 
suffering of Christ and the men of Christ that the world is redeemed. 
Christ alone cannot save the world. Perhaps this is the thought of 
Paul when he says, "I rejoice in my sufferings for your sake and CIAL up 
in my part that which is lacking of the afflictions of Christ in my 

flesh.” 


If this interpretation of redemption be correct, it then follows 
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that the redemption was not completed when Christ died on Calvary. 

On the contrary, it is a process in which Christians of all ages Co- 
Operate until the whole race shall have learned the art of living to- 


gether in love. 


Now let us summarize briefly the chief conclusions that have been 
reached during the course of the paper, in the following stitements; 
1. We have held tenaciously to the complete humanity of Jesus. 

2 We have defended the unique sonship of Jesus, upon the basis, how- 
ever, of his moral superiority over men, and of his moral unity with 
God. 

3. We have interpreted the Eternal Christ us God-manifest, and Jesus 
Christ as the supreme incarnation of God in the world. 

4. We have propounded the theory of Progressive Social Redemption as 
best describing the atoning work of Christ. 

If there is an inclusive statement that may be appended as a sum- 
mary of the things that have been said, it is this, that despite the 
several controversial doctrines concerning him, Jesus Christ remains 
today, as yesterday, at the apex of human achievement and aspiration. 
That this is the prevailing opinion of the man of today, the study of 
the questionnaire in Chapter One seems to indicate. 

Since the importance of Jesus to the world is still supreme, and 
-gince his light still brightens our way, no better appreciation of him 
could be quoted than that of the evangelist who said, 


"In him was life, and the life was the light of men." 
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